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Introduction: 

Celebrating The Voices of Literacy 
Looking Back, Looking Forward 

We hope you will enjoy this twenty-third edition of the College Reading 
Association’s Yearbook, Celebrating the Voices of Literacy. Since this will be 
our last yearbook as an editorial team we’d like to take time to review and 
reflect on the nine years of editorial work with CRA. 

In 1993, Betty and Wayne were fresh out of the Kent State doctoral pro- 
gram when they applied for the editorship of the yearbook. The first year 
was a learning experience and in our 1994 yearbook Pathways for Literacy: 
Learners Teach and Teachers Learn we said. 

We appreciate the guidance and support of the CRA Board of Direc- 
tors and Publications Committee, especially the . . . Publications Chair- 
person, J. EstiU Alexander . . . and we dedicate this book to Nancy D. 
Padak and Timothy V. Rasinski, both of Kent State University. In 1990, 
Tim and Nancy took on the challenge of reviving the CRA Yearbook 
series after a twenty-year gap in publication; they developed it into a 
respected scholarly work in only four years. The current Yearbook is 
possible solely because of the groundwork they laid. In a less public 
role, Nancy and Tim also have spent endless hours over the past 7 
years mentoring our personal growth as literacy educators and schol- 
ars. From the beginning, they offered both knowledge and friendship, 
and they have always been cheerfully available on a moment’s notice. 
We hope that our efforts during our term as Yearbook editors reflect 
some of Tim and Nancy’s extraordinary scholarship, persistence, vi- 
sion, and caring. 

In the 1995 yearbook Generations of Literacy, the introduction helped 
to clarify that the term generations included two ideas: 

First, “generations” embraces our “early leaders” . . . Second “genera- 
tions” highlights the mentoring relationship between students and teach- 
ers including the reciprocity implied in . . . learners teach and teachers 
learn. This year we would like to dedicate this book to future genera- 
tions of literacy learners, particularly our students who will carry lit- 
eracy instmction into the twenty-first century. Not only do they love 
learning but they are stmggling to understand how to help others come 
to love learning. Specifically, we’d like to recognize Kathleen A. J. Mohr. 
Kit . . . was the Yearbook’s first editorial assistant . . . although she was 
officially the “student,” the learning was mutual. Kit and ail of our stu- 
dents continue to teach us more “stuff’ than we could ever teach them. 
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In 1996 we introduced the yearbook Growing Literacyw'wh the follow- 
ing questions/issues, then dedicated the book to our family members: 

What is literacy and how does it grow? Simple-sounding questions, with 
far from simple answers. Around the globe, educators, parents, authors, 
newspaper columnists — even politicians — discuss issues related to lit- 
eracy definitions and literacy growth. These are the “hot topics” in the 
1990s. Everyone, it seems, favors “literacy;” few however, can agree 
on what “literacy” is, much less how to help it develop . . . our family 
members . . . caring and support has inspired confidence, new journeys, 
and growth. In their individual ways, each also reminds us that ‘. . . all 
work is empty save when there is love’ (Gibran, 1923, p.26). 

In 1997 Betty and Wayne finished their four-year term as editors and 
introduced the yearbook Exploring Literacy to the members of the College 
Reading Association with the following sentiments: 

Where in the human psyche do we find die catalyst for “Exploring 
Literacy?” We beUeve.thednvingJorce that provides fuel for individual 
and collaborative explorations into the nature of literacy is grounded 
in a stimulating interplay among a variety of factors. Collegial relation- 
ships in professional organizations like CRA provide an impetus, a forum, 
and a means for clarification of, and reflection upon, our explorations 
into literacy. . . . Throughout our extensive interactions with the CRA 
officers, board members, and the general membership, we have en- 
countered not only outstanding scholarship and professionalism, but 
also a genuine kindness and patience. We hope we can give back at 
least a part of what we have gained. 

In 1998 Pat and JoArm joined the editorial team and we produced Com- 
munity and Literacy with an introduction that recognized: 

A community can be as simple as two young children sharing a book 
or a group of adults performing music on a street comer. Literate com- 
munities occur throughout the world and across generations. They 
inspire us to want to participate, and they facilitate our growth as read- 
ers, writer, and learners . . . our own literacy communities, wherever 
they have been or will be in the future. Our families, teachers, stu- 
dents, colleagues, friends — and unknown others — have created com- 
munities for our own literate development and have inspired us to create 
communities for others. 

In 1999 we produced two volumes. History of the College Reading Asso- 
ciation: 1958-1998 2 iU\hored by co-historians historians at that time J. Estill 
Alexander and Susan L. Strode, and Advancing the World of Literacy. Mov- 
ing into the 21st Century. In our introduction we stated: 

As educators we wish to inspire our students to think critically and to 
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constaict their own understandings of the world. Yet we must not lose 
sight of the underlying driving force that motivates us. That is an over- 
whelming passion for reading, writing, and learning. We really do enjoy 
our work. If we let our students see our passion, and share with them 
our enthusiasm for reading and writing, we can make it possible for 
them to experience the same joy and satisfaction that we do. With that 
passion in mind, we dedicate this volume of the CRA Yearbook to 
prospective teachers who will inherit the enormous responsibility of 
educating children and perpetuating the world of literacy in the new 
millennium. 

In the 2000 Yearbook, Literacy at a New Horizon we noted that: 

As we anticipate new eras of literacy, we must be mindful of the many 
centuries of literacy development that brought us to this moment. In 
this volume many authors have reflected on the heritage of centuries 
and gazed upon the possibilities of growth in literacy that loom on 
each day’s horizon. The horizons are indeed varied. They depend on 
the perspective of each reader/scholar . . . We, the ones who have 
chosen literacy as a life work, recognize these horizons transcend the 
K-12 or even K-l6 levels. Literacy is for life; and literacy is for every- 
one. When we surge past new horizons, let us remember the lessons 
of the past as we generate questions for the future. And let us do it 
together in community with our colleagues, our students, our friends, 
and our loved ones. 

As we review our former book introductions we see that we have come 
full circle in our understanding and appreciation of literacy. We began with 
a focus on our teachers/mentors, then moved to our students, then to growth 
and family, then to support of colleagues and professional organizations, then 
to communities in all variations, then to future teachers, and finally to a new 
horizon. In our introduction of Celebrating the Voices of Literacy we are com- 
ing back to our teachers and mentors. Why? Because in the dawning of this 
new millennium we have experienced terrorism and tragedy. As we move 
into this new and uncertain era, we need models of tough yet gentle strength 
to guide us as we make decisions that impact the future of the human race. 

We of the College Reading Association have been blessed with models 
of kind, gentle, patient mentors who “held our feet to the fire” and helped 
guide us through uncertainty. We can now call upon these mental models 
stored in our memories as we try to figure out how to employ literacy in 
dealing with our losses and begin constructing a new future. Thus, we dedi- 
cate our final volume to a person who was a model of gentle strength and 
perseverance, the late J. Estill Alexander. Estill was the chair of the CRA 
Publications Committee when we began our editorship. He was the patient 
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guiding force who, with mentors Tim Rasinski and Nancy Padak, helped us 
develop a quality publication. Estill was also the guiding force behind the 
Early Leaders series and the person responsible for capturing the history of 
the College Reading Association. When we lost Estill this past year, we lost 
the physical presence of a great friend and mentor — but we will never lose 
his spirit because he lives on in us whenever: we are kind and caring men- 
tors, we balance our emotions with intellect, we persevere and support our 
colleagues, and we honor history to create our hiture. 
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Literacy 2001 : 

What Is and What Should Be 

2000 Presidential Address 

Jack Cassidy 

Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi 



T |he thought of this particular speech I have 
found somewhat intimidating — “PRESI- 
DENTIAL ADDRESS.” Somehow, with 
that particular title, you feel some obligation to 
say something extremely profound and enlight- 
ening. The last time that I prepared to give a 
Presidential Address the venue was in tlie main 
arena at the Anaheim Convention Center. Luck- 
ily this room is not quite as overpowering. 

As I thought back over the CRA Presiden- 
tial Addresses that I had heard, I was amazed 
that I could only really remember two of them — 

Tim Rasinski’s two years ago and Nancy Padak’s 
last year. I’m sure part of the reason for this recollection was that those two 
presentations were the most immediate. However, I soon realized that my 
primary motivation for the vivid memories of my two predecessors was that 
I knew I was soon going to be in their shoes. This realization relieved some 
of my anxiety because I now believed that there were only two people who 
were going to be paying close attention to my words. They are Maria Valeri- 
Gold and Jane Matanzo-each of whom will be standing in this spot in the 
subsequent two years. 

Last year, Nancy Padak recounted how she had asked two of the CRA 
yearbook editors, “What should I talk about?” After some delay, they finally 
came up with an answer: . . about 15 minutes!” (Padak, 2000). I thought 

that was a very good idea! 

My wife, who used to be in public relations, tells me that you should 
always start a speech with a joke. Unfortunately, I can never remember punch 
lines of jokes. But, luckily, I remembered that Tim Rasinski had told a joke 
in his Presidential Address luckily, I had the 1999 CRA Yearbook handy. 

^ ' BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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There was the joke-printed verbatim! Unfortunately, the joke (which was about 
a dog), pertained directly to Tim’s Presidential Address; but, alas, it had nothing 
to do with mine. Thus, although I repeated tlie joke in my address. I’ll merely 
refer my readers to the published version of Tim’s speech (Rasinski, 1999 ) 
Thank you Tim Rasinski, for my joke! 

My remarks today are going to address the topic Literacy 2000, What Is 
and What Should Be! I’m going to look at some of the topics in literacy in- 
struction that have been a focus of current and positive attention, and some 
that have been receiving negative or less attention. As many of you know, I 
do a column each year, now with my wife, but in the past with Judith Wenrich 
of Millersville University, entitled “What’s Hot, What’s Not” (Cassidy & Cassidy, 
2000/2001; Cassidy & Cassidy, 1999/2000; Cassidy & Cassidy, 1998/1999; 
Cassidy & Wenrich, 1998; Cassidy & Wenrich, 1997). In addition more in- 
depth discussions of these issues have also appeared (Cassidy & Wenrich, 
1998/99; Cassidy, Brozo, & Cassidy, 20(X)). In those columns and articles, I 
compiled a list of topics in literacy education that have/had been receiving 
attention and then surveyed literacy leaders from around the world asking 
them if they thought a particular topic was “hot” or “not hot.” 

When I thought of the idea of a “what’s hot” list in early 1996, it seemed 
like a kind of whimsical piece. After it first appeared in Reading Today in early 
1997, 1 was surprised at the reactions that I received. Reporters from several 
prominent newspapers called asking permission to summarize the results of 
my survey. During her keynote address at the Boston CRA Convention, Rona 
Flippo referenced it and subsequently alluded to it in her book What Do the 
Experts Say 1999). And, I received lots of “hate” mail with comments 

like: “How could you write something like this. You are contributing to the 
bandwagon effect-already too prevalent in literacy education.” 

Partially, to relieve some of the “hate” mail, I decided last year to ask my 
25 experts not only what is hot, what is not, but also should this topic be hot 
The dichotomy between the two sets of responses proved both interesting 
and disturbing. In Table One are the topics for 2001, that at least 75% of our 
25 literacy experts rated as ''hot” or "not hot.” These are the fourteen very 
hottest and very coldest from the list of twenty-nine topics presented. Al- 
though all the topics were grouped alphabetically in the survey, for conve- 
nience I have grouped these fourteen topics into five categories: philoso- 
phy/approach; level; content; materials; and assessment. 

Probably, there is nothing in Table 1 that is surprising to you. You knew 
this information without the opinions of these 25 literacy experts. Like me, 
you are probably disturbed by some of the topics that are receiving current 
and positive attention and some that are not. 
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TABLE 1. 





What’s Hot 


What’s Not 


Philosophy/ 


• Balanced Reading 


• Whole Language 


Approach 


Instruction 

• Research-based Practice 

• Guided Reading 




Level 


• Early Intervention 




Content 


• Phonemic Awareness 


• Comprehension 




• Phonics 


• Vocabulary 

• Spelling 


Mattrials 


• Decodable Text 


• Literature/Based 




If ti'i? - * 


Instruction 


Assessment 


• High Stakes Assessment 


• Portfolio Assessment 



Table Two confirms that the literacy leaders are also disturbed. These 
are their responses when they were asked “should this topic be hot.” Al- 
though they were not asked why they said a topic should be hot or not hot, 
some of the experts explained their reasoning. 

Sometimes, they felt that too much research attention had already been 
directed toward a given topic; it was now time to move on. Sometimes, 
however, they felt that a topic really was important and was not receiving 
the attention it deserved. 



TABLE 2. 




Should BE' Hot 


Should Not Be Hot 


Philosophy/ 

Approach 


• Balanced Reading 

Instruction 

• Research-based Practice 

• Guided Reading 


• Whole Language 


Level 


• Early Intervention 




Content 


• Comprehension 

• Vocabulary 


• Phnemic Awareness 

• Phonics 

• Spelling 


Materials 


• Literature-Based 
Instruction 


• Decodable Text 


Assessment 


• Portfolio Assessment 

• High-stakes Assessment 
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The fifteen minutes suggested to Nancy Padak by the Yearbook editors 
does not allow me to discuss all of these topics. However, I would like to 
mention two: comprehension and vocabulary, the very essence of what we 
know as reading. They are not receiving attention in the popular media or in 
the research community despite the fact that virtually every literacy leader 
believes they are crucial to what we call READING. There was a time-not 
too long ago when I felt that these two very important topics were the “hot” 
topics-receiving the attention they so richly deserved. That time, from 1976 
to 1991, roughly corresponded to the 15 years that the Center for the Study 
of Reading at the University of Illinois was receiving federal funding for its 
groundbreaking research on comprehension and cognition. 

Yesterday, as you listened to our general session speaker. Dr. Sandra 
Stotsky, Deputy Commissioner of Academic Affairs for the Massachusetts 
Department of Education, many of you may have disagreed with some of 
her remarks. However, I doubt if any of you disagreed with her premise about 
the need to develop vocabulary knowledge in our students. There was a 
time, in the not too distant past, when this topic was a priority. Books and 
whole issues of journals were devoted to this issue. Today, discussions of 
word meaning/vocabulary have virtually disappeared from the professional 
literature. 

In Summary 

My fifteen minutes are just about up. Trends in literacy have existed since 
the dawn of recorded language and will probably continue to exist. At the 
advent of the last millennium, silent reading was the “hot” topic. Scribes began 
separating words to facilitate the silent perusal of text. Prior to that time, oral 
reading, primarily in church, was thought to be synonymous with reading 
(Manguel, 1996). In 1900, with the invention of scientific measurement in- 
stmments, “researched-based practice” became a issue (Smith, 1961). Luck- 
ily, it is still a focus of attention. 

But, perhaps the most important finding of the 2001 survey is the dis- 
crepancy between what is not hot, and what should be hot. With the excep- 
tion of whole language and spelling, all aspects of literacy on what’s “not 
hot” list (comprehension, vocabulary, literature-based instruction, and port- 
folio assessment) were thought by most of those surveyed to be deserving 
of much greater positive attention. Similarly, several items on the hot list 
{phonemic awareness, phonics, and decodable text) were thought to be re- 
ceiving too much attention. These disparities between what tsand what should 
be suggest that literacy practices today have less to do with the informed 
understanding of experts than with political agendas and media hype. 

As pendulums and political winds shift, I hope that in the near future. 
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we — the literacy leaders— will be providing the momentum for those pen- 
dulums. We will be determining the literacy agenda. The hot topics will be 
those that should he the focus of attention and research. What is will be syn- 
onymous with what should he. 
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I started teaching reading improve- 
Vv ment courses in college over 50 years 
ago, times were different. Streams of service- 
men from WWII were returning to civilian life and taking advantage of the 
GI Bill to enter college. Many had never considered college before and al- 
though they were motivated, they were not well prepared. The GI Bill gave 
them money, tuition, and support services including counseling, reading and 
smdy skills courses, and mtoring. Like the remming GI’s, I too was unpre- 
pared to teach them. Having just completed a master’s degree in counseling, 
I accepted my first job at American University with the provision that I teach 
an evening course in reading improvement, something I had never done 
before. Not wanting to jeopardize a job that paid $3000 for 12 months, I didn t 
say I knew little about reading. 

I was fortunate that my thesis director had taught the same course be- 
fore and offered me his notes. So that’s how I started. I’m sure many others 
who lacked experience faced equally difficult challenges as beginning col- 
lege reading teachers. 

Shortly after starting, the president called me into his office to show me 
the new reading machine he had bought. It had a sliding shutter that cov- 
ered the pages of a book and flashing red and green lights. (I don’t remem- 
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bcr what the lights were for, but you had to tear out tho pages to make it 
work). Anyway he wanted me to set up a reading improvement lab for stu- 
dents whom he felt did not read well enough. We talked about it briefly and 
I asked, “But what can I use for reading material?” “Don’t worry,” he replied 
lifting a stack of papers from his book shelf. They were copies of the Com- 
munist Daily Worker 2 Lod this was in Washington DC during the McCarthy 
era. Faculty were already paranoid about having FBI agents in their classes 
ready to spring on them if they made a politically incorrect remark. So it was 
a bit touchy. Somehow I managed to start a reading lab to help students 
improve their reading speed and comprehension. 

Initially most reading courses were taught with a stop watch and a book. 
For determining comprehension, instructors asked students questions on their 
reading or had them summarize what they had read. Reading faster was the 
goal. Later reading textbooks were available with exercises aimed at teach- 
ing students basic reading skills such as reading for the main idea, for de- 
tails, and for inference. 

Ir^^thc fifties and sixties, there was more emphasis on devices to force your 
eyes faster such as the Controlled Reader, a projector with a sliding shutter that 
pushed your eyes across the line of print. You could increase the shutter speed 
and take comprehension quizzes after using the machine. Another device was 
the tachistoscope that flashed a word or a phrase quickly. I selected a list of 
words from the beginning sociology textbook and had them photographed 
to use on the tachistoscope. These were non-technical words like intrinsic 
and expiate that helped students improve their vocabulary. 

Today, computers offer similar training, and I feel that more teachers 
now recognize that practice on realistic text book passages is preferable to 
reading magazine articles. 

To be sure in the 40’s and 50’s, we taught students to use Robinson’s 
SQ3R method in reading their textbooks although few of them followed 
through as they found it tedious. 

How Do Today’s Students Differ? 

Today’s college students comprise a far higher percentage of US high 
school graduates than they have in the past. In the 30’s, only about 10% of 
high school graduates went to college, while the figure today is over 60% 
and, in some areas, up to 75% enter college. Politicians promise that the growth 
in college enrollment will continue. Thus, while there are many students in 
college who are well qualified there are also many more who are at-risk, for 
today 20-30% of entering students are held for developmental courses. 

College faculty expect that students have good reading skills. That has 
not changed but students with poor reading skills still enter. Today’s college 
reading courses typically invest more time and effort in reading college text- 
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books and difficult material than teachers used in the past. The question 
remains. How well do our courses work? Can we turn a reluctant reader 
who doesn’t like to read and avoids it whenever possible into a person who 
likes reading and reads well? 

The present trend is to move reading and other developmental courses 
to the community college. The rationale is that instructors in two-year col- 
leges can do a better job with poor readers. 

At the four year college level, learning center (L.C.’s), provide academic 
support services including reading help for those enrolled in four year col- 
leges usually on an individualized basis. L.C.’s also offer tutoring in different 

subjects. . ,, 

We still seem to have a laige number of students who have successfully 

avoided practicing reading in the past- although they can decode. Sometimes 
I feel they are the ones who never successfully made the change from oral 
to silent reading. They are masters at avoiding reading, assignments. If as- 
signed a book to read in developmental reading, they choose one they have 
been assigned in high school or they use notes. 

Fm not at all sure that our reading programs do much to change them 
and have not seen studies that show how poor readers were transformed 

into good ones. 



College Reading Programs Then and Now 

Many of today’s approaches are not new. When I taught Psychology 1 
in the I950’s I gave students questions on each chapter to read and answer. 
This strategy worked well for poor readers and later became systematized as 
the Keller plan, a collaborative approach where undergraduate assistants 
helped students in Psychology 1 and tested them on the questions. Recent 
studies justify giving developmental students questions to answer on their 
Psych. 1 text, arguing that at least it ensured that most of them would read the 

textbook. , 

William Perry in 1958 tested Harvard freshmen to determine who needed 

to enroll in their new college remedial reading course. Students were tested, 
informed of their plight and given the opportunity to volunteer for the read- 
ing course. The test involved the following: students were given twenty-two 
minutes to study 30 pages from a history text on the development of the Eng- 
lish state 1066-1272. They were asked to write a short statement about the selec- 
tion. Only about one percent could do so even though there was a clearly 
identified section called “Recapitualization” at the end of the chapter. 

When tested with multiple-choice questions, they could answer “every 
sensible question we could ask about the detaUs,” according to Perry. So he 
tried a different approach. He gave them two answers to a history exam 
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question purportedly written by two different students and asked them which 
got the higher grade. One answer was a chronological reiteration of the text 
showing an extraordinary memory for dates and kings but no interest in the 
question nor any intellectual content. This answer might have been given a 
C- for effort. The second answer was short, gave no details, but dealt with 
the overall issues and probably received a C+. Those who picked the C- 
answer as best were encouraged to enroll in the reading course. 

Based on Perry’s article, which appeared in the Harvard Educational 
Review in 1959, the Harvard reading program became the prototype for 
university reading programs around the country, instmetors in the Harvard 
reading program used selections from college textbooks and they developed 
a speed reading movie based on textbook selections to train eye movements. 

Developmental courses seem to work best for older, returning students 
who have decided on vocational goals and are motivated to succeed in col- 
lege than for students who are fresh out of high school. Older students are 
more likely to follow suggestions and do the work asked. Some basic prob- 
lems still linger. What should the goal be for college reading courses? Do 
you teach textbook skUls or try to try to turn student on to reading in gen- 
eral? Are students really aware of what college teachers expect and require? 

In my next job, at the University of Maryland, I taught in a special pro- 
gram for developmental students — only we didn’t call them that. It was called 
the College for Special and Continuation Studies, which admitted students 
with high school grade averages below “C ”. Most were former GI s returning 
to college under the GI Bill. We offered them a college orientation and study 
skills lecture course their first semester and a reading course their second, 
and they took a limited number of regular courses, received counseling, 
advisement and tutoring. If they earned a C average their first year, they were 
taken “off trial” and transferred to regular college departments. After finding 
that few made grades above “C” we changed the transfer level to a 2.5 aver- 
age their first year semester which would enable them to get off trial. That 
inspired students to work harder. Maryland continues to offer a similar pro- 
gram today. 

Then I developed a Reading and Study Skills Program in the University 
of Maryland Counseling Center. It was open to all students stressed individu- 
alized instruction, and trained graduate students from psychology to teach 
sections, and work with individuals. 



College Reading Associations 

In 1965 I was elected president of the College Reading Association. CRA 
wasn’t the oldest college reading association for Oscar Causey had started 
what became the National Reading Conference in southwest Texas a decade 

O 

ERIC 



26 



1 2 Celebrating the Voices of Literacy 



before. But CRA was a much smaller oiganization than it is now, and its 
members were primarily from the mid-eastern states. Most of its members 
were teaching reading courses to college students but a few were professors 
who taught teachers to teach reading. 

In 1967 I studied the demographic characteristics of 278 CRA members 
and found that 80% of the men and 40% of the women had doctoral de- 
grees. They came from a wide range of backgrounds and from many differ- 
ent universities. Most had degrees in education, psychology/counseling, 
English, or student personnel. Two were optometrists. 

Those holding doctoral degrees worked in jobs titled director, dean, or 
professor while only 46% of those without doctoral degrees held those titles. 
Sixty-nine percent of members without doctoral degrees said they had taken 
a course in reading compared with 60% of those with doctorates and about 
half of each group reported they had taken a practicum course in reading. 

CRA offered valuable inservice training since the average CRA member 
had less than one year’s experience in college reading. 

About half of the group were IRA members (62 percent of those with- 
out doctorates.) Those with doctorates were more likely to have had expe- 
rience teaching college undergraduate or graduate courses and have pub- 
lished one or more papers (57%). 

I’m sure that things have changed for today CRA has a number of differ- 
ent divisions, which suggests that those who teach reading to college stu- 
dents are in the minority. 

Many other associations for those teaching college students have been 
formed. For example, the College Reading and Learning Association was a 
western spin-off from CRA in the late sixties. 



Speed Reading 

During the 60’s and early 70’s private reading courses became an im- 
portant issue to CRA members. Such outfits as Evelyn Wood, Vicore and others 
were offering expensive speed reading courses on college campuses. VICORE 
advertised students’ the pre-test and post-test scores. One ad described a 
student who was reading at 200 wpm with 20% comprehension on the pre- 
test and 1000 wpm with 20% comprehension after the course. (I guess you 
could say he was spending less time trying to read while still getting little out 
of it.) 

I’m not averse to rapid reading-it’s essential for many college courses 
but the commercial courses tended to stress page turning rather than think- 
ing. The victims of these courses were the students who had low compre- 
hension to begin with or tried to use speed reading techniques inappropri- 
ately-for instance on their organic chemistry textbooks. 
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I complained to the local school superintendent who was considering 
adopting these programs for high school students and received a letter from 
a lawyer for the commercial program stating “Cease and desist from interfer- 
ing with our business at once or we will sue.” This didn’t stop me but wor- 
ried other reading professionals when they were told about it. 

Let me reiterate, I am not against reading rapidly. In fact I wrote a book 
on skimming and scanning for college students which contained exercises 
based on reading freshmen and sophomore college textbooks in different 
fields (from literature to nursing). Many students who read well still need 
this kind of training. 

In 1968 I moved to UC Berkeley where I headed a reading and study 
.s kills program in the Counseling Center and taught education courses. The 
impetus for beginning a reading program was early Affirmative Aaion poli- 
cies and the need to help non-traditional students adjust to college. In the 
early 70’s, I started a campus wide Student Learning Center that helped fresh- 
men and sophomore students in a wide variety of subjects, and provided 
tutoring and tutor training. At Berkeley, students were assigned lengthy reading 
homework and needed help in improving their ability to read rapidly with 
good comprehension. Often an instructor would assign three books to read 
in a ten-week term so effective skimming and scanning skills were essential. 

Some basic problems still remain especially those in regard to speed 
reading. Although we recognize that students with poor comprehension skills 
need more than speed training, unfortunately our most popular reading tests 
fail to distinguish these problems. For example, the Nelson Denny has a self- 
reported speed score and its comprehension score is not corrected for guess- 
ing. Thus students can raise their scores easily by reading faster and guess- 
ing at more questions. 



The Future 

The development of computer-adaptive testing represents a paradigm shift 
that promises to alleviate the problems with today’s most popular reading tests. 
The application of artificial intelligence to standardized testing is enabling ma- 
chines to read and instantly evaluate real-life expository prose faster and more 
consistently than can human raters. Thus it will eliminate the expensive, la- 
bor-intensive, and time consuming process that human scoring involves. In 
addition, lengthy tests will no longer be necessary to evaluate skills involved 
in reading for college courses. Speed and time pressure will be replaced by 
emphasis on reading in context. Today’s problems arising from mass testing, 
inconvenient scheduling, and score inflating test taking strategies will be 
eliminated by substituting essays, short answer, and other formats for multiple 
choice items. The tests will then have a stronger influence on the strategies 
used in teaching students to improve their reading skills. 
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Abstract 

The purpose of this study was to examine the nature of literature-based 
electronic mail collaboratives between fourth grade struggling readers and 
preseruice teacher partners. The participants dialogued for one semester about 
literature, and for serial purposes. Grounded in sociocultural and motiva- 
tion theories, four partnerships were analyzed using the constant compara- 
tive method (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). A cross-case analysis was also conducted. 

The major findings revealed that the e-mail collaborative provided the 
struggling readers ivith an optimal challenging, student-centered literacy 
experience. The fourth graders were able to share knowledge about literature, 
they made decisions and choices, and they took responsibility for their own 
reading. This combination of factors suggested how the e-mail collaborative 
emerged as a motivating literacy event for each of the struggling readers. 




UT hate to read, but I love to read e-mail.” “I wish [e-mail] went all year . . . 

J. now that the e-mail thing is done ... I have to do papers and work.” 
Two fourth grade below-grade-level reluctant readers who were part of this 
study candidly made these comments during separate interviews. Addition- 
ally, their classroom teachers observed that, although the fourth graders did 
not typically like to read, they were highly motivated to read the e-mail. Read- 
ing practitioners consider struggling readers to be one of their greatest chal- 
lenges (Baumann, Hoffman, Duffy-Hester, & Ro, 2000) and motivating all 
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children to read is a recurring concern for classroom teachers (Worthy, 
Moorman, & Turner, 1999). Coupled with these thoughts, is the notion that 
a wide variety of classroom computer applications seem to motivate chil- 
dren (Leu, 1996; Reinking, McKenna, Labbo, & Kieffer, 1998), including 
collaboratives in which they can read and write with e-mail partners (Gamer 
& Gillingham, 1996; Moore, 1991). During several pilot studies, I became 
interested in the motivating nature of e-mail for reluctant readers. My obser- 
vations became the impetus for this study. 

A growing number of literacy studies examine technolog)^ applications 
for those who stmggle in reading (Boone & Higgins, 1992; Higgins & Boone, 
199O; Higgins, Boone, & Lovitt, 1996; Homey & Anderson-Inman, 1994, 1999; 
Labbo & Kuhn, 1998; McKenna & Watkins, 1995; McNabb, 1998). While some 
suggest that technology has the potential to assist those who find reading 
difficult (McKenna, Reinking, Labbo7 & Kieffer, 1999; Topping & McKenna, 
1999), others speculate that digital text may open the door to “new elec- 
tronic learning disabilities” (Cunningham, Many, Carver, Gunderson, & 
Mosenthal, 2000, p. 69). Further research that examines issues regarding the 
nature of students’ experiences with electronic text for all readers, including 
those who stmggle with reading, is recommended (Leu, 1996; Miller & Olson, 
1998; Tao & Reinking, 2000). Case studies, for example, “that delve into the 
sociocognitive dimensions of students’ encounters with particular instmctional 
activities that involve new technologies will provide an important window 
to view the constmction of knowledge in digital environments” (Labbo & 
Reinking, 1999, p. 489). 

Research studies suggest a variety of findings regarding electronic class- 
room collaboratives. Studies illustrate, for example, that e-mail partnerships 
can broaden students’ perspectives of the world (Baugh & Baugh, 1997; Bmce 
& Rubin, 1993; Fey, 1997; Gamer & GilUingham, 1996; Manrique & Gardiner, 
1995). Other studies demonstrate increased student involvement (Chong, 1998; 
Ellsworth, 1995; Fowler & Wheeler, 1995; Sturtevant & Padak, 1998), and a 
number of studies suggest that e-mail can be used as an effective tool for 
social communication as well as literature response (Curtiss & Curtiss, 1995; 
Fey, 1994; McKeon, 1999; Moore, 1991, Seme, 1997). In their review of class- 
room-based e-mail partnerships, Tao and Reinking (2000) suggest that the 
field of reading will benefit from additional research that specifically exam- 
ines e-mail from literacy perspectives. 

In this study, the e-mail partnerships between the fourth grade below- 
grade-level readers and preservice teachers emerged as literacy engaging 
events with text; this multiple-case study offers a new perspective on the 
nature of e-mail as a motivating literacy experience for struggling readers. 
The following questions framed the study^ 

(a) What is the nature of the fourth graders’ interactions about the lit- 
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eraaire; (b) what is the nature of the fourth graders’ social interactions 
with their preservice teacher partners; and (c) what are the fourth grad- 
ers’, their preservice teacher partners’, and the classroom teachers’ 
perceptions of the e-mail coUaboratives? 



Theoretical Framework 

Sociocultural Theory 

Sociocultural theory is based on the social nature of learning in particu- 
lar contexts; learning is a function of the cultural environment in which one 
masters speaking, listening, and thinking (Bonk & King, 1998; Forman, Minick, 
& Stone, 1993; RogofF, 1S>90; Vygotsky, 1962, 1978)). In school settings, teachers 
facilitate the social construction of knowledge when they provide students 
with multiple ways of viewing the world (Honebein, 1996) and foster children’s 
self-awareness, ownership, and voice through social experiences. From a 
sociocultural perspective, this study focused on how the struggling fourth 
grade readers socially constructed knowledge about themselves and about 
the literature that they read with their partners using e-mail. 

Motivation Theory 

Struggling readers typically do not feel good about themselves as read- 
ers and often are not motivated to read (Rasinski & Padak, 2000). Two theo- 
ries of motivation grounded this study: (a) Deci and Ryan’s (1985) theory of 
self-determination and, (b) Bandura’s (1986) notion of self-efFicacy. The theory 
of self-determination suggests that students’ natural curiosity energizes their 
desire to learn (Deci & Ryan, 1985) and that students are motivated by activi- 
ties that match their needs, desires, and capacities (Deci, 1992.). Moreover, 
when children are provided with optimal challenging experiences, their 
engagement with these events leads to intrinsic motivation. In this study the 
struggling readers found the process of e-mailing to be a c hall enging, yet 
highly achievable task that seemed to pique their curiosity. Additionally, self- 
efficacy is an important factor with respect to motivation. Self-efficacy refers 
to judgments about how well one can perform or achieve in specific situa- 
tions. One’s belief about one’s ability to achieve success is derived from feed- 
back from others, observations of other’s success, and verbal persuasion by 
others (Harter, 1983).“It is partly on the basis of self-beliefs of efficacy that 
people choose what challenges to undertake, how much effort to expend in 
the endeavor, and how long to persevere in the face of difficulties” (Bandura, 
1989, p. 1180). The preservice teachers in this study provided the struggling 
readers with positive feedback that appeared to enhance their self-confidence 
and self-concept as readers and writers; this contributed to an understand- 
ing of why e-mail emerged as a motivating literacy event for these children. 
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Setting 

North School District (all names and places are pseudonyms) was situ- 
ated in a city of about l6,000 in the Midwest. Redwood, where the study 
took place, was one of four elementary schools in the district. The socio- 
economic level was mixed. Redwood housed grades one through five with 
four classrooms at each grade level. Each classroom had five computers, a 
modem with Internet access, e-mail, and a printer. 

The university was a liberal arts institution located about 10 miles from 
the elementary school; enrollment was approximately 1,200. The university 
was equipped with three computer labs with open-lab hours; the students 
had access to free e-mail accounts. 

Participants 

Using purposeful, intensity sampling (Patton, 1990), a total of four 4th 
graders were selected mid-semester, during two, 14 week consecutive se- 
mesters. They were selected based on teacher judgment with resp>ect to below- 
grade-level reading ability, observed low motivation for reading, observed 
high motivation for the project, and parental permission for participation. 

“The logic and power of purposeful sampling lies in selecting informa- 
tion-rich casesiov study in depth” (Patton, 1990, p. 169). An intensity sample 
“seeks excellent or rich examples of the phenomenon of interest, but not 
unusual cases” (Patton, p. 171). 

The Elementary Students 

Donna was a 10-year-old, Caucasian female who lived with her mother, 
stepfather, and two younger siblings. She spent alternate weekends with her 
biological father. Joseph was a 10-year-old, Caucasian male. He lived with 
his mother and younger brother. His mother consistently expressed concern 
about his difficulty in school. Michael was a 9-year-old, Caucasian male. He 
lived with his mother, father, and older brother. William was a 9-year-old, 
Caucasian male. He lived with his father and younger sister. William’s mother 
abandoned the home when he was in the first grade. According to the class- 
room teachers, all of the fourth graders were reading significantly below their 
peers. 

Donna used e-mail occasionally at home. This was Joseph’s, Michael’s, 
and William’s first experience with e-mail. Donna and Joseph e-mailed with 
their partners during the spring of 1999; Michael and William participated 
during the fall of 1998. 

The Preservice Teachers 

The education students were enrolled in Methods of Reading classes. 
All of the preservice teachers were Caucasian females. Kris was Donna’s 
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partner. She had experience working with at-risk children through a univer- 
sity program. Kathryn was Joseph’s partner. She was a non-traditional stu- 
dent and a single parent with three children. Kelley was Michael’s partner. 
She had worked as a day camp counselor and as a tutor. Laura was William’s 
partner. She planned to work with primary children. 

Each of the preservice teachers had used e-mail for personal communi- 
cations. None of them had used e-mail in an educational setting. 

The Classroom Teachers 

Both teachers were Caucasian females with a bachelor’s degree in el- 
ementary education. Mrs. Collins taught fourth grade at Redwood for 9 years. 
She was Donna and Joseph’s teacher. Mrs. Collins selected the book, The 
Wright Brothers at Kitty Hawk iSohoX, 1961), because she planned to inte- 
grate the content into the social studies curriculum. The book cover indir 
cates that it is written on a fifth grade reading level. Mrs. Smith taught fourth 
grade at Redwood for 10 years. She was Michael and William’s teacher. Mrs. 
Smith selected the book. The War with Grandpa (Smith, 1984), because it fit 
well with her plans to integrate problem solving into social studies. The book 
cover indicates that it is written on a 4.5 grade reading level. Both teachers 
acknowledged that the books that they selected for this project were diffi- 
cult for students who struggle in reading; however, they wanted the whole 
class to correspond with the preservice teacher partners about these books 
because they “fit” with other areas of the curriculum. 

Although Mrs. Collins occasionally needed technical assistance, she felt 
confident using technology in her classroom. Mrs. Smith considered herself 
a novice in using technology in the classroom but enjoyed the challenge. 

Research Design, Data Collection, and Analysis 

This study used a qualitative multiple-case design (Yin, 1994). The data 
included: (a) an average of 11 weekly e-mail correspondences written by 
each participant; (b) weekly preservice teacher written reflections about the 
correspondences; (c) participant interviews, including think-aloud protocol 
interviews conducted mid-semester with the fourth graders, and exit inter- 
views with each of the participants, and (d) fieldnotes. The weekly corre- 
spondences and reflections were collected and read by me during each se- 
mester. I wrote comments on the correspondences and/or reflections, re- 
turned them to the preservice teachers, and recollected them at the end of 
each semester. The correspondences and reflections were placed in portfo- 
lios that became part of the data collection. I conducted protocol open-ended 
interviews (Flower & Hayes, 1983) with the fourth graders mid-semester during 
times set aside by the teachers. As they engaged in corresponding with their 
partners, the fourth graders were asked to describe the process of accessing. 
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reading, writing, saving, and sending the e-mail. Open-ended interviews with 
the fourth graders were conducted at the end of each semester in order to 
understand how they perceived the project, what they learned, and why they 
appeared to be movitated by the collaborative. Individual interviews were 
also conducted with the preservice and classroom teachers at the end of each 
semester in order to understand their perceptions of the project. All of the 
interviews were tape-recorded. Additionally, fieldnotes were gathered by me 
during each semester and included ongoing informal observations. 

Using a variation of Hunt’s (1965) t-units, the correspondences were 
retyped to reflect units of text that informed each question and that could 
stand alone. Units were defined as segments that could be “interpretable in 
the absence of any additional information other than a broad understanding 
of the context in which the inquiry [was] carried out” (Lincoln & Cuba, 1985, 
p. 345). The segments ranged W length' from several words to sentences. 
Although this study did not focus on the length of the correspondences, I 
conducted a word count for each correspondence. The interviews were tran- 
scribed and the correspondences, reflections, fieldnotes, and interviews were 
organized as files for each case. By using multiple sources of data, triangu- 
lation increased the reliability and validity of the study (Patton, 1990). 

After multiple rereadings of the correspondences and in order to ad- 
dress the first two questions, the segments were initially coded as either social 
talk or book talk. Social talk segments were those that did not refer to the 
literature; book talk segments did relate to the book or reading the book. 
The correspondences were reread multiple times in search for patterns. Using 
inductive case-analysis and the constant comparative method (Glaser & 
Strauss, 1967), emerging themes were color-coded. After rereading the seg- 
ments multiple times, subcategories were defined. Social segments were 
defined and coded as “Personal,” thoughts about the student’s life unrelated 
to the story; “General,” including greetings and closings, such as “How are 
you?” and “E-Mail,” comments about the project, such as “I can’t wait to meet 
you.” Book segments were later refined to reflect reading skills that were 
coded as “Book Content,” information written about the story; “Self,” per- 
sonal connections made to the story; “Predictions,” speculations about what 
would happen in the story; and “Vocabulary,” segments that were related to 
studying words from the story. The interviews, preservice teacher reflections, 
and fieldnotes were reread multiple times in search of data that supported, 
or failed to support, the initial phases of the analysis, as well as the partici- 
pants perceptions of the collaborative. These were coded accordingly. Clo- 
sure was reached when clear patterns emerged that addressed each ques- 
tion (Lincoln & Guba, 1985)- 

Two outside readers were trained and coded 20% of the data. The overall 
interrater reliability was 96%; this added to the credibility of the study. Mem- 
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ber checking occurred after a rough draft of each case was written. The 
purpose of this step was to “test for factual and interpretative accuracy . . . 
and to provide evidence of credibility” (Lincoln & Cuba, 1985, pp. 373-375). 
A cross-case analysis (Patton, 1990) was conducted in search of similarities 
and differences among the cases. 



Results 

The following sections synthesize the results of each case study includ- 
ing the cross-case analysis. In order to preserve the authentic nature of the 
fourth graders’ correspondences, citations are quoted in their original form. 
Spelling corrections are included in brackets as needed. 

The word count revealed that Donna wrote an average of 122 words 
per message; Joseph and William typed an average of 72 words per corre- 
spondence; Michael’s correspondences averaged 54 words. Although all of 
the fourth graders wrote longer messages as the partnerships developed, this 
may have been due to additional time allowed for typing and/or improved 
keyboarding skills. The preservice teachers’ correspondences also varied. 
Kelley wrote an average of 129 words per message; Kris and Laura’s corre- 
spondences averaged 139 words; Kathryn’s correspondences were, by con- 
trast, quite lengthy. She wrote an average of 326 words per message. The 
tone of the messages between the partners became increasingly friendly as 
the collaborative progressed. 

Table 1 displays the frequencies and percentages of social and book 
segments for each fourth grader. Donna, Joseph, and William wrote 
substantially more social segments than book segments. Michael wrote slightly 
more about the book than he did socially. 



Table 1. Frequencies and Percentages 

of the Fourth Graders’ Social and Book Segments 



Fourth Grader 


Social Segment 


Book Segment 


Total 


Donna 


166 (82%) 


36 (18%) 


202 (100%) 


Joseph 


85 (66%) 


44 (34%) 


129 (100%) 


Michael 


54 (47%) 


60 (53%) 


114 (100%) 


William 


92 (65%) 


49 (35%) 


141 (100%) 



Nature of the Book Segments 

The analysis revealed that the fourth graders demonstrated a variety of 
reading skills by answering and asking questions about the content of the 
book, as well as making personal connections to the literature. Donna, for 
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example, explained why Kitty Hawk was a good location for the Wright 
brothers to fly the airplane, “It is because it has nice flat land” (e-mail, 2-20- 
99). When asked how she would feel if she encountered problems like the 
Wright brothers, she responded, “I would fant [faint] if I went through that 
much trouble” (e-mail, 2-3-99). Two of the fourth graders made predictions. 
Michael, for example, speculated what would happen at the end of The War 
with Grandpa (Smith, 1984), “At the end I think grandpa will be nice, and 
give Peter his room back.” (e-maU, 11-23-98). Joseph defined vocabulary using 
the context of the story. On one occasion he wrote, “Cradle means a place 
of control” (e-mail, 4-14-99). Table 2 displays the frequencies and percent- 
ages of reading skills for each fourth grader. 

Table 2. Frequencies and Percentages 

of Reading Skills for Each Fourth Grader 

Reading Skiu. 



Fourth 

Grader 


Book 

Content 


Self 


Prediction 


Vocabulary 


Total 


Donna 


5 (50%) 


5 (50%) 


— 


— 


10 (100%) 


Joseph 


9 (50%) 


3 (17%) 


— 


6 (33%) 


18 (100%) 


Michael 


26 (76%) 


7 (21%) 


1 (3%) 


— 


34 (100%) 


waiiam 


11 (55%) 


7 (35%) 


2 (10%) 


— 


20 (100%) 



The fourth graders also made decisions about the process of reading 
and writing about the book, including the pace at which they read the litera- 
ture. The results of Donna’s case suggested that she found the book compo- 
nent of the collaborative too difficult. She initially shared her thoughts about 
the story, however her correspondences about the book diminished over 
time. In early correspondences, she wrote about the characters, plot, and 
setting. In other correspondences, however, Donna avoided Kris’s queries 
about the book. She wrote, “I need more time to think about the 2nd ques- 
tion” (e-mail, 2-10-99); “can you put it in different words,” (e-mail, 2-17-99); 
and “Next time I will tell you what happened” (e-mail, 3-3-99). Donna was 
the only fourth grader who did not complete the book. During her exit inter- 
view, Donna shared that she did not really like to read and that she would 
have rather e-mailed “without the book . . . because it was kind of hard to 
read the book and keep on reading” (interview, 5-19-99)- The interviews 
with Kris (4-20-99) and Mrs. Collins (5-25-99) confirmed that the book com- 
ponent of the collaborative was difficult for Donna. 

Joseph finished reading the Wright brothers’ book a month before the 
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collaborative ended. Not only did he respond to Kathryn’s prompts about 
the content, but he also took the initiative to ask his partner questions about 
the book; he, too, paced his own reading. In an early correspondence, Jo- 
seph wrote: 

Did you read chapter 3? It is very good. If you read chapter 3 may 
[maybe] you can answer this. Why did the kite not fly at first? Also how 
did it get in the air after they tried and try? I have only read chapter 3- 
Do you like the book? I do. (e-mail, 2-3-99) 

During his protocol interview, Joseph shared, “ I like to (emphasis) ques- 

tions, but I don’t like to answer questions . . . I’m not an answer 
questioner . . . I’m not that great” (interview, 3-11-99). Midsemester, he wrote, 
“I just finished book Wed. l6 . . . I liked the book a lot. Did you?” (e-mail, 3- 
17-99). Joseph frequently told Kathryn that he was enjoying the book. 

Michael finished reading The War with Grandpa (Smith, 1984) a week 
before the collaborative ended. At the outset, Kelley suggested how far he 
should read and Michael kept up with the reading. Midway through the 
collaborative, when she suggested that he could read as far as he wanted, 
Michael decided to slow down his reading considerably. In one month, he 
read only two chapters. When Kelley resumed requests that he read particu- 
lar chapters and wrote encouraging comments about his reading, Michael’s 
pace increased dramatically. He reported, “I’ve bin reading a lot. I’am on 
chapter 20” (e-mail, 11-18-98). In his next correspondence, he wrote, “Now 
I am on chapter 27” (e-mail, 11-23-98). Michael also frequently told Kelley 
that he was enjoying the book. During the exit interview, he shared, “I know 
it was a good book” (interview, 12-15-98). Additionally, Michael chose to 
construct questions in a true-false format for Kelley. Kelley did not frame her 
questions this way; this was Michael’s decision. For example, in one corre- 
spondence, he wrote, “True of [or] false Peter thought the note was a bad 
idea to declare war” (e-mail, 11-2-98); in another, he wrote, “true or false 
Grandpa was frightened when he saw the note” (e-mail, 11-18-98). Kelley’s 
reflections and interview confirmed that the book was a positive component 
of the collaborative for Michael. Mrs. Collins characterized Michael as a shy 
student and suggested that “it gave him a safe environment to say things 
[about the book]” (interview, 12-8-98). 

William completed the book with his partner and independently chose 
to begin another book with Laura. He read The War with Grandpa (Smith, 
1984) at his own pace and initiated the idea to question Laura about the 
book. In an early correspondence, he wrote, “I’m going to ak [ask] you a 
qestion: What does Peter do when his grandpa moves in? And don’t forget 
to anwer thes qestion’s!” (e-mail, 10-22-98). Although Laura requested that 
he read specific chapters, William consistently reported that he had already 
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read further. Several weeks before the collaborative ended, William wrote, 
“What chapter are you on in the book I’m on the last chapter” (11-16-98), 
and in his next correspondence he shared, “Fm finishid” (e-mail, 11-16-98). 
Mrs. Smith and Laura confirmed that the book component of the collabora- 
tive was positive for William. His teacher expressed amazement that William 
completed the book and took die initiative to select another one. Laura shared, 
“I think he’s becoming more confident ... I think it’s like boosting his ego 
... he told me he doesn’t like to read, and he said he’s liking this reading” 
(interview, 12-2-98.) 

Nature of the Social Interactions 

The fourth graders corresponded about personal topics including school, 
family, friends, and events that seemed to be important to them. With re- 
spect to school, they wrote about content they were learning in social stud- 
ies. They also made positive comments about the e-mail collaborative. For 
example, Donna wrote, “I just love righting to you” (e-mail, 4-21-99) and 
they wrote general comments such as William’s, “now how are you doing?” 
(e-mail, 11-19-98), as well as greetings and closings. Table 3 displays the fre- 
quencies and percentages of the fourth graders’ social segments. 



Table 3. Frequencies and Percentages 
of the Fourth Graders’ Social Segments 



Social Segment 


Fourth grader 


E-mail 


General 


Personal 


Total 


Donna 


26 ( 16 %) 


31 (19%) 


109 (.66%) 


166 (101%) 


Joseph 


20 (24%) 


22 (26%) 


43 (51%) 


85 (100%) 


Michael 


3 (6%) 


24 (44%) 


27 (50%) 


54 (100%) 


William 


5 (5%) 


27 (29%) 


60 (65%) 


92 (99%) 



Note. Total percentages do not equal 100 due to rounding. 



Whereas Donna’s book talk was minimal, her social interactions were 
many. Of particular significance were her personal correspondences in which 
she often wrote detailed descriptions of her life that were storylike in namre. 
In one correspondence, for example, she described her roller-blading acci- 
dent and invited Kris to “just sit back and relax” (e-mail, 3-31-99) as she re- 
counted skating down a hill, crashing into a mailbox, scraping her chin, and 
being mshed to the hospital. In other correspondences, Donna shared her 
rather complex life as a child who alternates weekends living with her bio- 
logical father. Donna’s interview confirmed that she enjoyed writing about 
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her life. She said, “I . . . wrote about my life . . . and about my family and what 
was happening” (interview, 5-19-99). Mrs. Collins shared that she learned 
more about Donna by reading her e-mail than she would have otherwise 
known about the child (interview, 5-25-99). For example, she shared that 
she would not have realized how complex Donna’s living arrangments were 
had she not read her correspondences about spending alternate weekends 
with her biological father. 

In addition to writing about school; Joseph chose to write about trouble- 
some events in his life. He shared, for example,“my greatgrandfather died” 
(e-mail, 2-20-99), and “My best friend Sam has just moved. He moved last 
Friday ... I miss him already. He moved to Verginya. He dad was trasfered” 
(e-mail, 2-24-99). Kathryn responded to Joseph’s concerns in a caring way. 

Michael’s social correspondences were somewhat limited and more fac- 
tual in nature. It appeared that he wrote about topics tliat were safe for him 
(i.e., hobbies, favorite food, favorite school subject). On several occasions, 
however, Michael elaborated on topics of his choice in detail. For example, 
he wrote, “I had fun trik or treating. I got 337 pieces of canndy” (e-mail, 1 1- 
2-98). 

Similar to Donna and Joseph, William’s social segments were more per- 
sonal in nature; he also asked Laura a lot of questions about herself. He wrote, 
for example, “IM doing poorley in Reading. What subject are [you] doing 
poorley?” (e-mail, 10-22-98); “I’m doing a reporte on the White House. I [is] 
eny thing like that going on in your class?” (e-mail, 10-29-98); “Did you got 
[go] trick or treating? My dad said you probley didn’t because of your age” 
(e-mail, 11-4-98). William frequently asked Laura about her boyfriend; he 
wrote often about his interest.in music and drums; he wrote about his sister 
and talked about his father; and he shared with Laura that his mother did not 
live with him anymore. 

In addition to the personal segments, each fourth grader wrote posi- 
tively about meeting his/her partner. The greetings and closings were friendly 
in nature and included such phrases as “love,” “your bud,” and “your friend/’ 

The Participants’ Perceptions of the CoUaboratives 

All of the participants expressed positive perceptions about the collabo- 
rative nature of the partnership. Donna, for example, shared, “It was like a 
dream come true getting to know someone that I never met before ... I felt 
like good” (interview, 5-19-99). In one reflection, Kris wrote, “I think she 
really likes writing to me about what she’s been up to” (document, 3-18-99). 
Regarding Donna’s self-confidence, Mrs. Collins shared, “I think [it] definitely, 
definitely improved" (interview, 5-25-99). 

Joseph shared, “I thought [it] was really cool ... I’d just tell her a lot of 
things” (interview, 5-19-99). According to Kathryn, Joseph expressed emo- 
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tions in his correspondences. Mrs. Collins commented that since Joseph was 
unsure of himself in the classroom, the individual attention he received en- 
hanced his self-confidence. 

Michael was very businesslike in his interviews and focused on the book. 
Kelley, however, observed, “We got personal . . . [Michael signed his letters] 
‘your friend’ . . . and [when he asked me questions]. I’m sure [it made] him 
feel good to be the teacher of a college student!” (interview, 12-2-98). Mrs. 
Smith felt that Michael enjoyed the partnership because he perceived the 
status of working with a college student as a positive experience. 

William explained that he and Laura took turns telling each other about 
themselves. He said, “I liked talking to [Laura]” (interview, 12-15-98); Will- 
iam shared that a favorite part of the collaborative was meeting his partner. 
Laura refleaed that she and William bonded as friends. Mrs. Smith shared, “I 
think, by far, [William] benefited [the] most because of personal self-esteem, 
added practice on skills, being able to have a dialogue with someone who 
was concerned just about him . . . motivating him to read, because he is not 
motivated to read” (interview, 12-8-98). 

There were a variety of perceptions about using e-mail. Donna stmggled 
with process but shared, “I just like typing. It’s easier because I hate writing ... I 
just like the computer [and] like typing cause it’s like on the screen and it’s 
easier” (interview, 5-19-99). Mrs. Collins shared that the quality and quantity 
of Donna’s writing via e-mail was significantly better than her handwritten 
class assignments. Joseph shared that, “e-mailing is faster because of elec- 
tricity” (interview, 5-19-99); he said that he would rather e-mail than write. 
Joseph apologized that his letters were short and added, “I really want to 
learn how to type faster and be a better typer” (interview, 5-19-99)- For Michael, 
the best part of the projea was learning how to e-mail. William shared, “I 
wish it went all year because it took some of our time and now we have to 
work . . . now that the e-mail thing’s done, now I have to do papers and work” 
(interview, 12-15-98). 



Conclusions 

A synthesis of the findings suggests eight major conclusions that emeiged 
from this study which are discussed below. Table 4 displays the relationship 
between the conclusions and the research questions and how multiple sources 
of data (i.e., triangulation) increased the credibility of the study. 
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Table 4. Matrix of Research Question and Conclusion 



Research Question 


CONOUSION 


Nature of 

I/IERATURE 

SEGMEFflS 


Nature OF 

Social 

Segmeftis 


4th Grader 
Perception 


Preservice 

Perceptions 


Teacher 

Perceptions 


Ownership 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


Literature 












knowledge 


X 




X 


X 




Multiple texts 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


Self-confidence 


X 




X 


X 


X 


Self/other 












knowledge 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


Optimal 












challenge 




X 


X 




X 


Curriculum 




X 






X 


Adult friend 




X 


X 


X 


X 



Note. X indicates the conclusions as they relate to each research question based on 
the data analysis. 



E-mail Was a Student-Centered Literacy Event 
that Fostered Ownership 

The e-mail collaborative was social in nature and provided the strug- 
gling readers with an environment in which they demonstrated ownership 
in the process of reading and writing.. 

The fourth graders made decisions about the pace of reading the book, 
how they would write about it, and how they would correspond socially. 
Freedom of choice is a key component that motivates students to persist in 
an activity (Deci, 1992; Deci & Ryan, 1985). Allowing students to make choices 
and direct their own literacy experiences gives them ownership and pro- 
vides a motivating context for developing readers (Morrow & GambreU, 1998). 

E-mail Became an Altemative Way 
to Share Knowledge About Literature 

Each of the fourth graders conversed on some level about the literature. 
Computer applications used with at-risk readers are often in the form of games 
and tasks that serve as electronic worksheets (Pemberton & Zenhausem, 1995). 
The stmggling readers in this study, however, constmcted knowledge about 
literature in a socially engaging context. The preservice teachers scaffolded 
learning by asking questions, modeling, and elaborating on topics. From a 
sociocultural perspective, providing students with prompts and feedback in 

42 
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a social context enhances learning (Althauser & Matuga, 1998; Resnick, 1991; 
Vygotsky, 1978). 

Engagement with Multiple Authentic Texts 

In this study, the students engaged in reading and writing authentic text. 
Authentic text is reading material “representative of the real world” (Harris & 
Hodges, 1995, p. 15). The fourth graders read literature, reread the books to 
answer and construct questions about the literature, read e-mail, wrote about 
their lives, proofread e-mail, and read the computer screen in order to re- 
trieve, save, and send e-mail. The e-mail collaborative provided the snug- 
gling readers with multiple opportunities to create their own literacy events 
as they selected the text they would read or write and made decisions about 
how they would engage with it. The theory of self-determination (Deci, 1992) 
suggests that students are motivated when activities tap their personal needs 
and capabilities. 

Enhanced Self-Confidence 

A combination of choice, appropriate challenge, and social positive feed- 
back enhances self-confidence (Bandura, 1989; Schunk & Zimmerman, 1997; 
Turner, 1997). The classroom teachers and preservice teachers each com- 
mented on the fourth graders’ positive self-confidence and their ability to 
succeed in a variety of ways through the collaborative. Stmggling readers often 
have low self-concepts as readers. Reading experiences, such as the e-mail 
collaborative, that de-emphasize competition and increase involvement and 
cooperation are like to reduce feelings of failure (Johnston & Allington, 1991). 

Se^-Knowledge and Knowledge Abcmt Others 

The social interactions revealed that the fourth graders constructed self- 
knowledge and learned about their partners. Social interactions foster self- 
identity and are an important component of the learning process (Vygotsky, 
1978). According to McCombs (1996), a sense of reflective awareness makes 
it possible “for learners to assess metacognitively the validity and usefulness 
of their own thoughts, feelings, and actions ... [This] positively influencels] 
goals selected, affect, motivation, and performance in a complex learning 
situation” (p. 73). 

E-mail as an Optimal Challenging, Motivating Literacy Event 

The fourth graders found the process of e-mailing initially challenging, 
but not so difficult that they were unwilling to attempt the task. Succeeding 
in challenges that are optimal for one’s capability is a key determinant in 
one’s enjoyment of an activity (Deci & Ryan, 1985). Literacy activities that 
are social, meaningful, and encourage children to persist in tasks that are 
challenging result in motivating experiences (Turner, 1997). 
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Technology Implementation that Tied to the Curriculum 

Effective classroom teachers help students make connections and build 
new understandings based on prior knowledge and experiences (Zemelman, 
Daniels, & Hyde, 1998). The teachers selected the literature with the inten- 
tion that it tied to other areas of the curriculum, particularly social studies. 
The classroom teachers’ perceptions of the collaborative included benefits 
of integrating the project with other areas of the curriculum. Sociocultural 
theory suggests that individuals learn in a variety of social contexts (Forman 
et al., 1993). The fourth graders’ social interactions revealed that they chose 
to write about what they were learning in social studies class; the collabora- 
tive provided them with that choice. 

Friendfy Relationship with an Adult 
Who Provided Individual Attention 

The e-mail interactions were unlike typical classroom conversations in 
which the teacher usually takes the dominant role. The correspondences were 
friendly in nature and suggested a non-traditional teacher-student relation- 
ship; the e-mail collaborative allowed the preservice teachers to facilitate the 
students’ construction of knowledge in a caring, non-threatening, noncom- 
petitive way. 'fhe struggling readers chose to write about issues that seemed 
important to them, and the preservice teachers responded to those issues by 
providing individual attention. For example, Donna chose to write about issues 
regarding her confusing life as a child who had alternate living arrangements 
on the weekends. Joseph chose to write about his grandfather’s death and 
the fact that he missed his best friend who recently moved. The preservice 
teachers wrote caring messages in response to these issues. Learning envi- 
ronments in which students are given choices and in which they receive 
individual attention are motivating contexts for literacy learning (Turner, 1997). 

Limitations, Significance, and Implications of the Study 

There are several limitations to this study. Only four partnerships were 
examined; a larger pool of data might reveal different findings. Though case 
studies can highlight complex issues, unlike large-scale studies they are not 
meant to guide large-scale programs (Miller & Olson, 1998). This study was 
not meant to generalize the value of e-mail in a formalistic sense, but rather 
to observe how it was used in a particular context. Patton (1990) acknowl- 
edges this a trade-off “between breadth and depth” (p. 165). Selecting samples 
for case study analysis is a complex issue. This study is limited in that the 
cases were selected based on teacher professional judgment regarding the 
students’ low reading ability, reluctance to read, and high motivation for the 
project. 



30 Celebrating the Voices of Literacy 



The significance of this study lies in the need to understand how small 
groups of learners use digital text and engage in electronic collaborations in 
literacy and language arts classrooms. Case studies grounded in sound peda- 
gogical theory can provide insight into the nature of learning that occurs during 
electronic collaborations (Labbo & Reinking, 1999)- This multiple-case study 
suggested how e-mail, used in a particular context, provided four struggling 
readers with a motivating literacy event that contributed to their develop- 
ment as readers and writers in multiple ways. 

Several implications can be drawn from this study. For teachers of low- 
achieving readers, this study suggests that e-mailing with adults might pro- 
vide other children with a motivating literacy event that fosters enhanced 
self-confidence in their abilities, provides them with choices and ownership, 
and encourages them to take responsibility for their reading. E-mail 
coUaboratives with children might alsdl^^de other preservice teachers with 
a potentially purposeful way to use technology in their own literacy class- 
rooms, as well as provide them with a technological way to work with chil- 
dren in reading during teacher preparation training. Future reading research 
is recommended that examines e-mail from other literacy perspectives. Lit- 
eracy experts agree that children need to engage with multiple authentic texts. 
Authentic texts include books that represent a variety of genres, environ- 
mental print, reference materials and textbooks, magazines, newspapers, as 
well as children’s own writing (Vacca, Vacca, & Gove, 2000). More research 
that examines the nature of e-mail as an alternative, authentic text, as sug- 
gested by this study, is recommended. 

This multiple-case study provides literacy teachers with a new way to 
view e-mail coUaboratives based on sound pedagogical principles. This re- 
search wiU serve as a powerful reminder that through close observation, 
teachers and researchers can discover many lessons about the nature of learn- 
ing that occur for children when technology is implemented in classrooms. 
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Abstract 

Conducted in a classroom organized to reflect the teacher-researcher’s 
constructivist philosophy, this yearlong study describes the influence of audi- 
ence awareness on second-grade students ’ construction of fiction, nonfiction 
and hybrid texts. Data were collected in the form of audiotaped conferences, 
videotaped conversations, and student texts. Using the constant comparative 
method of qualitative analysis, conceptual groups emerged. This evidence was 
sorted into categories: humor, nontextual, syntax, semantic, and voice. Com- 
parison of these categories and consideration of current knowledge about 
writing development resulted in theory grounded in these findings and this 
context. This theory suggests that an awareness of audience in young writers 
is a developmental dimension. Audience response served as a scaffolding 
device for many of these children ’s transition from egocentric to socialized 
thought. This transition was not always a linear process, but gradually many 
of these tvriters were able to consider the needs of their audiences as they com- 
posed texts. 



I n today’s American schools, with the influence of the constructivist phi- 
losophy (Fosnot, 1996) and the arrival of the process approach to writing 
instruction (Graves, 1983), there is a rediscovery of the importance of audi- 
ence specifications to writing assignments. The process approach to writing 
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instruction promotes the idea of a community of learners, children working 
together, listening to each other, and peer editing of written drafts. This ap- 
proach provides peers as the first audience, rather than the teacher relating 
as an assessment audience. Is it possible that even young children improve 
as writers when they focus on specific audiences? 

Purpose of the Study 

With the rekindled interest in sense of audience and its importance to 
the teaching of writing, a great deal of research is being generated on the 
topic of audience. Most of this research is being conducted with older stu- 
dents and more advanced writers. In addition, research has yet to focus on 
the effect of audience awareness on children’s use of genre as they com- 
pose texts. There is a need for descriptive research conducted in real class- 
rooms concerning an audience-awareness approach to writing instruction 
with primary grade children. This study documented the influence of an 
awareness of different audiences on second-grade students’ construction of 
texts in different genres and as represented by different tasks. 

The Role of Genres 

Littlefair (199D emphasized the importance of children developing an 
awareness of the different ways in which texts are written. The classifica- 
tions of different types of language used for different purposes are referred 
to as genres (Harris & Hodges, 1995). To simplify the categorization of this 
variety of genres, educators often refer to fiction and nonfiction as the main 
genres used to teach reading and writing. Recently a new genre has emerged 
which Leal (1989) referred to as the “gray genre.” It is also called hybrid genre 
because it combines information and story. It is an effort to introduce chil- 
dren to the nonfiction genre by placing information within the familiar genre 
of narrative. 

Green (1992) pointed out that recounts and narratives are the most com- 
monly used genres in the writing of primary children. However, Littlefair (199D 
stressed the importance of many forms of writing to develop full literacy in 
children. There are more demands than ever on children to write for a vari- 
ety of reasons. The 1994 (NAEP) items demand the ability to communicate 
understanding in writing. State proficiency tests require more written responses 
in all subject areas. 

This study documented a group of second-grade children’s writing 
progress as they wrote for different audiences and different purposes in re- 
sponse to fiction, nonfiction, and hybrid genres. The two types of-tasks re- 
quired of these students were generative and reconstructive. The generative 
task required students to independently construct their text at the conclu- 
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Sion of a thematic study. The reconstructive task required a written recount 
of past events or retelling of fiction, nonfiction or hybrid trade books. 

Conceptual Framework 

The teaching strategies and curricular goals used in this second-grade 
classroom are reflective of the researcher’s constructivist philosophy. Chil- 
dren were given many opportunities to build their own knowledge as they 
were allowed to make choices about the topic of their texts as well as who 
might serve as their audience. A process approach to writing instruction was 
used as children were given time to write and talk about their projects. 

The students engaged in both reconstructive and generative writing tasks 
as they constructed texts in a variety of genres for different audiences. The 
general research question that guided this study was: What is the influence 
of audience on the writing of second-grade students? The specific research 
question was: How does audience awareness influence second-grade students’ 
construction of fiction text, nonfiction text, and hybrid texL^ The audiences used 
in this study were peers, kindergarten partners, and parents. While the re- 
searcher was mindful of current knowledge about how children develop as 
writers, an exploratory, inductive approach was used to obtain the informa- 
tion from the perspective of the participants in this classroom. The significance 
of this study resides in the insights provided by this holistic account of these 
young writers’ development as they engaged in writing that was important to 
them and then shared it with audiences who valued this importance. 

Figure 1. Framework 
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Methodology 

Since research questions guiding this study focused on concepts such 
as children’s cognitive awareness of various audiences as they write and the 
influence of this cognizance on their texts, a qualitative, case study approach 
was appropriate. The researcher was the teacher in a second-grade class- 
room. Baumann, Shockley, and Allen (1996) discussed the importance of 
the teacher-researcher’s unique perspective, the daily presence and intimate 
relationship between teacher and students and research situation. This in- 
I sider, or emic, perspective offered insights not available to an outside re- 

! searcher visiting the classroom. 

Setting 

! The site for this study was a second-grade classroom in a public elemen- 

tary school in northeastern Ohio. One group of 21 second graders was tar- 
geted for this study. The student population represented very little cultural 
diversity, since only one child was African American and the remainder of 
the children were Caucasian. The majority of the school’s population was 
middle to low socioeconomic status. 

Participants 

Twenty-one second-grade students were the informants for this study. 
The researcher was the teacher in this classroom, had her master’s degree as 
a reading specialist and was a doctoral student specializing in elementary 
education. She had twenty-two years of teaching experience. The majority 
of these children came from first-grade classrooms that followed a traditional, 
skills-based, basal approach to writing and reading instruction. They had not 
been exposed to many of the instructional strategies associated with the 
process approach to writing instruction. 

The children in this second-grade class were between the ages of 7 and 
9. According to Piaget’s theory of cognitive development, children between 
the ages of 7 and 9 are moving from the stage of preoperational thought to 
the stage of concrete operational thought. As explained by Wadsworth (1989), 
Piaget characterized a preoperational child’s behavior and thinking as ego- 
centric, that is, the child cannot take the role of, or see the viewpoint of another. 
Since many of the characteristics of both of these cognitive stages are evi- 
dent in the thinking processes of second-grade children, Piaget’s theory was 
relevant to this study. As egocentric thought diminishes, second-grade stu 
dents may gradually be able to consider the needs of different audiences as 
I they construct text. 

ERIC 
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Classroom Context 

This classroom exemplified characteristics that were consistent with the 
teacher’s constuctivist viewpoint. Gould (1996) explained the implications 
of this theory for the instmction of the language arts. He concluded that the 
language arts are, in fact, highly social arts and cited Graves (1983) as he 
stressed that social activities integrated into the language arts processes can 
actually lead to better writing, reading, and spelling. To facilitate this social 
approach to learning, this second-grade classroom was organized so students 
could interact. 

Siemens (1996) emphasized the importance of teachers believing that 
any classroom can become a room full of writers. The researcher in this study 
believes that children can function as authors in a place where they are ex- 
posed to quality literature representing a variety of genres, given time and 
choices and an audience. Newkirk (1989) said it is the “Pygmalion” effect; 
“When children are treated as writers, they think of themselves as writers 
and pretend their way into literacy” (p. 3). 

Since the research questions guiding this study included the concept of 
children’s ability to respond to different genres and to construct these genres, 
reading selections included fiction, nonfiction, and hybrid text. The texts were 
chosen because the researcher used them successfully in the past to elicit 
responses from students (See Appendix C for a list of these trade books). 
The researcher used a process, or workshop, approach to teaching writing 
(Calkins, 1994). There was daily, interactive time for writing, and mini-les- 
sons were used at the beginning of each writing workshop, following the 
format explained by Calkins (1994). At the conclusion of these sessions, there 
was a time for sharing texts with an audience. 

As these second-grade students refined their writing, the “best” texts based 
on their evaluations, were published. After the piece of writing had been 
edited, parent volunteers typed and bound the books. The published texts 
were then shared with a variety of audiences. 

Data Collection 

In an effort to add structure to this study, the researcher organized the 
research plan into three phases: Phase One, Building a Community of Writ- 
ers; Phase Two, Ongoing Classroom Activities; and Phase Three, Final Writ- 
ing Activities and Collection of Data. To gain an understanding of the influ- 
ence of audience on the writing of these second-grade students, data were 
collected from a variety of sources throughout the school year including stu- 
dents’ texts, oral conferences, and audio as well as videotapes. Because of 
the teacher as researcher role present in this study, the stance changed pe- 
riodically from researcher participant to complete participant. 
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Data Analysis 

Analysis of data in this investigation followed the method of constant 
comparative analysis outlined by Glaser and Strauss (1967). The goal was to 
uncover patterns in the data, and this strategy consisted of four stages; 1) in 
the first stage, incidents were compared, and preliminary categories were 
developed; 2) in the second stage, “the level of comparison changed from 
‘incident with incident’ to ‘incident with properties of the category’” (p. 60); 
3) in the third stage, similar categories were combined, and the result was a 
few highly conceptual categories, hypotheses were generated, and data were 
checked against the framework of the study; 4) the fourth stage was the actual 
writing of the theory from the coded data. In this study, the research ques- 
tions, the research plan, and the three phases of the data collection guided 
the analysis of data. 

During phase one of the study, student texts were collected to gain in- 
sights about students’ responses to audience cues and their abilities as well 
as developmental levels as writers. Interviews were conducted to gain infor- 
mation about students’ understanding of different genres and to determine if 
they held some sort of audience in mind as they wrote. Tlie data collected 
during phase two were in the form of responses captured on audio and video 
tapes as well as students’ texts. The focus was on student responses to dif- 
ferent audience cues given prior to writing. The construction of different genres 
continued to be a secondary focus. Phase three, the final season of this study 
included the introduction of a new genre, the hybrid genre, and students 
wrote for an audience of their choice. As students exercised choice of topic 
and genre, emphasis was on shaping a text for a given audience. A guiding 
question was: can these second-grade students determine a purpose for their 
writing with respect to a particular audience? 

Participant observation was a common practice during this study because 
the researcher was living among the informants. Daily memoing provided 
important descriptions of behaviors to offer insights concerning the perspec- 
tives of the informants. Multiple sources of data were used in this study to 
support a holistic perspective. As the data obtained from one method sup- 
ported that obtained from other methods, the results became more credible. 



Findings 

As the data were collected they were continuously compared through- 
out this study. There were a number of recurring themes that were then sorted 
into categories. This evidence emerged in the children’s verbal responses 
during class discussions and interviews as well as in the texts they constructed 
in the three genres for different audiences. In the discussion of these categories, 
examples of students’ responses and texts are offered to clarify the findings. 
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CeUegory #1: Desire to Amuse Atuiience 

Humor was an important part of this classroom context. As the children 
were introduced to the Arthur series by Marc Brown, to the humor of Joanna 
Cole present in The Magic School Bus series and to other fine children’s lit- 
erature, they soon came to enjoy the funny, ordinary traits of the characters 
and happenings in these texts. In light of this background, it was not surpris- 
ing that humor was the first evidence of audience awareness in these children’s 
texts. Several students included jokes in their nonfiction texts about crickets 
that they wrote for the kindergarten audience, such as this example: 

Figure 2. Humor 



Other children liked this idea and began to use jokes in their texts. These 
second-grade authors were very perceptive, because the kindergarten chil- 
dren responded with giggles. Their peers began to wait for the jokes in texts 
as they listened, and complained if there was no humor included. This was 
a recurring theme in their writing throughout the year. Humor was included 
in all three genres but was more frequent in texts created for the kindergar- 
ten and peer audiences. 

These children often shared humor with peers as they constructed texts. 
During phase three while constructing a nonfiction text about a dinosaur, 
Edward was certainly aware of his audience as he quipped, “Velociraptor 
ate eggs . . . the kindergarten kids will know about eggs; they probably eat 
scrambled eggs.” He and his classmates chuckled as they resumed their 
writing. Mem Fox (1993) emphasized the importance of the fun of writing. 
She pointed out that too often writing is seen as a chore. She also indicated 
that within the fun of writing there is power. Writers of all ages are empow- 
ered when they learn that they can make their point or share their informa- 
tion while also entertaining their audience. 
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As these young writers shared humor with their audience, they certainly exper- 
ienced the hin and satisfaction that is part of writing for a purpose. Yes, they often 
imitated their peers, but through this imitation they learned so much about the 
process of communication and the power that writing brings to this process. The 
socialization of this group of learners served as a scaffold to their development as 
writers, moving many of them to a higher level of competence. 

Category *2: Nontextual Elements 

Sipe (1998) in a summary of his investigation of primary children s re- 
sponses to picture storybook read-alouds, reminded educators to reflect on 
how nontextual elements of picture books offer rich potential for meaning 
making. In this study the definition of nontextual elements includes title page, 
dedication, illustrations, format or organization of text, labels and endpages 
such as author information. Thenontextikl elements enhance the main body 
of the texts in important ways. 

When these second-grade writers prepared texts for specific audiences, 
some of the evidence of audience adaptations appeared in the nontextual 
parts of the text such as illustrations and dedications. Sometimes texts were 

Figure 3- Connie Strip 
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dedicated to the audience or labels were included in illustrations to clarify 
information for the sake of an audience. 

As these children became comfortable with the context of writers’ work- 
shop and the basic concepts of process writing, they began to organize their 
texts in a variety of ways. The use of plain paper supported these young 
authors’ freedom to organize the piece of writing in their own way. Some- 
times they organized their text into chapters even including a table of con- 
tents. They soon began using title pages, dedications, and a section at the 
end about the author. These formats often included adaptations for the sake 
of a specified audience. Edward used a comic strip format for a nonfiction 
text constructed for the kindergarten audience (see Fig. 3)- The information 
at the top right refers the reader to the table of contents (Cricket File 1 A). 

Moline (1995) explained that young writers or students whose strengths 
are based in visual perception can be excellent communicators when they are 
allowed the option to write information in a visual form. As these second-grade 
students prepared texts for specific audiences, some of the evidence of au- 
dience adaptations appeared in the nontextual parts of the text. Visual adap- 
tations for an audience were more frequent in nonfiction texts than in fiction 
or hybrid texts. There are many ways to oiganize nonfiction texts, and informa- 
tion is often displayed in visuals such as diagrams, charts, labels, and timelines. 
The fact that these young writers experimented with visual displays is evidence of 

Figure 4: Visual Display 
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their understanding of the nonfiction genre and their purpose for writing. Figure 
4 is an example of a visual display using labels to convey information to the reader. 

These students made more visual adaptations for the kindergarten audi- 
ence than they did for either peers or parents. These are examples of com- 
ments from students during interviews: 

Teacher: What did you do to help your kindergarten audience under- 
stand your book? 

Gavin: I didn’t put as many words on a page so they could look at 
pictures more often. 

Molly: I put like bigger words so they could see better, and I put more 
pictures (Fieldnotes, 12/17/98). 

Although the development of audience awareness in these students’ 
writing was not always present, it.became more consistent as the year pro- 
gressed. Coming face-to-face with the intended audience supported this de- 
velopment. They needed to meet and interact with the intended audiences. 
Sometimes these students were disappointed in the kindergarten children’s 
lack of response, although Molly reminded her classmates, “Sometimes little 
kids are shy” (Fieldnotes, 2/17/99). 

These young writers were working hard as they experimented with in- 
teresting ways to integrate the language in their texts with illustrations. Not 
only were they thinking about this integration, but many of them were also 
considering the needs and interests of their audiences as they made deci- 
sions about the format of their texts. It was evident that these thoughtful 
considerations were moving many of these writers to an improved level of 
competence as authors. 

Category #5: Syntax 

According to Harris and Hodges (1995), syntax is “how sentences are 
formed and the grammatical rules that govern their formation” (p. 249). During 
phases one and two of this study some of the children expressed concern 
about the syntax or grammatical correctness of their texts. In the very begin- 
ning this concern was not necessarily related to audience awareness but rather 
to previous writing instruction. These children did not want to take risks, 
because they were not accustomed to having choices in their writing or the 
freedom to take longer than one session to complete a text. As they began 
to feel comfortable with the context of daily writing workshop there was 
less concern about the correctness of their writing. 

However, as an awareness of audience emerged, some children again 
expressed concern about syntax, especially when the audience was their 
parents. During phase two a child shared that when you write for parents 
you have to take lots of time to make detail and make sure everything is 
right. One of the mini-lessons at the beginning of writer’s workshop had just 
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focused on the importance of detail to good writing. During this same time 
period another child expressed concern about correcmess for parents dur- 
ing an interview about a written retelling he had done for parents: 

Teacher: When you were writing it, did you think about your parents 
at all? 

Donnie: Sort of ... I just wouldn’t stop writing. My hand got so tired. 
Right here is where I had to stop. 

Teacher: Why did you work so hard on it^ 

Donnie: I was trying to get an O on it, because I’ve been getting S’s in 
writing. 

Teacher: Was that because you were writing for your parents? 
Donnie: Yes, they want me to get O’s. (Fieldnotes, 2/16/99). 

Toward the end of phase three when the students were allowed to choose 
the audience for a writing assignment, one student chose classmates because, 
“It will be easier to make for friends than for parents” (Fieldnotes, 5/28/99). 
Several other children agreed that writing for parents was hard, because they 
want everything to be right. 

Toward the end of the study, the children had gained a good under- 
standing of the three genres and were accustomed to writing for a specific 
audience. One student who was a fluent reader with an advanced vocabu- 
lary defended his decision to write for classmates during an interview: 

Gavin: For classmates it’s easiest; you’re around them; you know them 
and the kindergartners, it’s like, who are these people? I don’t know 
any of them. And then parents you know them too well, or whatever. 
It’s just classmates, you see more often; they’re just there pretty much 
all day (Fieldnotes, 5/26/99). 

These young writers were much more concerned about tlie syntax or gram- 
matical correctness for the parent audience. 

Category *4: Semantics 

Semantics is meaning in language. Harris and Hodges (1995) pointed 
out that it can be meanings of words, phrases, sentences, discourse, and whole 
texts. The first incident of a semantic adaptation to benefit the intended au- 
dience of a text occurred early in phase two of the study. The incident hap- 
pened during a class discussion. A child talked about a semantic change to 
accommodate a kindergarten audience, but the idea shared was never trans- 
ferred into the actual text. The class was discussing how to adapt a nonfic- 
tion text for a kindergarten audience: 

Teacher: What could you do to help your audience understand your 
book about crickets? 

Marsha: I kinda thought about when you say “thorax” explain what it 
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is (Fieldnotes, 12/17/98). Was this evidence of a cognitive stage limita- 
tion? She could think and talk about an adaptation for a younger audi- 
ence, but then failed to follow through and use this idea in the actual 
text. 

As these students chose their own topics to write about and shared their 
texts with a variety of audiences, they became very aware of the purpose for 
their writing. This awareness, in turn, led to some of the students matching 
their topic, or purpose to the intended audience. The following incident 
supports this speculation: 

Teacher: Who was your audience, and how did you change your book 
for that audience? 

Kristen: My parents were my audience. I wrote about dogs first, then 
changed it to cats because we just had to get rid of our dog when we 
moved. I thought it would make my mom sad if I wrote about dogs 
(Fieldnotes, 5/20/99). 

As this investigation progressed it became clear that the majority of se- 
mantic accommodations to texts by these children were made for the parent 
and peer audiences. Many of the accommodations made for the kindergar- 
ten audience were nontextual and humorous in nature. Even though these 
children were young writers, it was evident that many of them were learn- 
ing not only to shape the texts they created to suit their own interests, but to 
also consider the interests of a wider audience as well. Writing is a very so- 
cial act, and sharing texts with a variety of audiences helps children realize 
that texts should be understood by other people. 

As these children considered their audience, it added purpose and new 
meaning to their writing. Wells (1986) believed that all people, children as 
well as adults, are meaning makers as they are involved in speech and writ- 
ing. When readers and writers try to make sense of texts and share them 
with otliers, the meaning making that results is an important part of being 
human. As these young writers considered the interests and feelings of their 
audience, it had a positive effect on the semantic quality of the texts they 
constructed. 

Category *5: Voice 

Spandel and Stiggins (1997) defined voice as, ‘‘the ability to communi- 
cate in a way that is appropriate for the identified, intended audience and 
that engages and holds the attention of that audience” (p. 213). A prominent 
feature of audience awareness as it emerged in tliese young children was 
the improvement of voice in the texts they created for specified audiences. 
Voice is an important trait in writing that can be difficult to define, yet is 
often included in writing assessment instruments. Graves (1985) discussed 
the importance of helping young writers sound like themselves as they con- 
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struct texts. As many of these children became aware of their audience, the 
texts they created expressed genuine interest in the topic and invited the 
audience to share this engagement. One child shared his feelings in his text 
as he wrote, “I love to have crickets in my school” (Fieldnotes, 1/21/99). 
Figure 5 is another example of voice. 

As these children became aware of their audience, many of their texts 
contained dialogue or conversations posed directly to the reader. One child 
initiated this conversation with the intended audience in his text, “I really 
like baseball, do you? You do? Great, you might be able to play with me 
sometime” (Fieldnotes, 2/17/99). It became obvious that they were moving 
away from egocentric thought as they composed these texts, and a more 
advanced level of thinking was evident in their writing. 

Although the development of audience awareness in these students’ 
writing was not always present, it became more consistent as the year pro- 
gressed. Coming face to face with the intended audience supported this 
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development. Sometimes these students were disappointed in the kinder- 
garten children’s lack of response. The majority of them came to prefer class- 
mates as their audience because of the caring, enthusiastic responses they 
received from one another. 

Toward A Grounded Theory 

This study suggests that children as young as these second graders are 
capable of making adaptations to texts in a variety of genres to meet the 
needs of a specific audience. A further speculation suggests that when they 
do consider their audience as they construct texts, this consideration improves 
their writing in a variety of ways. Based on the knowledge from these find- 
ings and what was known prior to this study, the investigator went beyond 
this data and speculated about the implications for future writing instruction 
in primary classrooms. 

Calkins (1994) confirmed that writing development in young children is 
not always a linear process. It should not be assumed that children’s writing 
will develop in any fixed order. Indeed Flower and Hays (1981) reached a 
similar conclusion about older writers and stressed that writing is a compli- 
cated intellectual process. The steps in the writing process are often recur- 
sive as writers move back and forth between the stages of planning, translat- 
ing, and reviewing. Their cognitive process theory indicated that writers make 
meaning as they constmct texts. 

The data in this study support the suggestion that an awareness of audi- 
ence in young writers is a developmental dimension. Just as children’s de- 
velopment as writers is not always a linear process, so audience awareness 
is likewise a recursive process. First young writers can only think and talk 
about the needs of an audience, and later they are able to include these 
adaptations in their texts. 

There is ample evidence in this study to support this theory that audi- 
ence awareness is developmental. Children who are in the Piagetian pre- 
operational cognitive stage do not suddenly, one day jump into the concrete 
cognitive stage. It is a gradual transition, and traces of egocentric thought 
reappear periodically as the child gradually begins to see things from others’ 
perspective. This is precisely what occurred in regard to evidence of audi- 
ence awareness in these children’s writing. One week a child’s writing might 
contain adaptations for a specific audience, but the next week there might 
be little or no evidence that they wrote for anyone but themselves. How- 
ever, as the school year progressed, and the children shared texts with a variety 
of audiences, evidence of audience awareness became more consistent. 

The findings from this study demonstrate the individual differences in 
children’s development as writers including their awareness of audience. In 
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spite of the recursive pattern of this sense of audience and the differences in 
individual children, the majority of these young writers improved as authors 
as they shared texts with a variety of audiences. Not only did the feedback 
from these audiences provide a different perspective for these children, but 
it also served as a great motivator that helped them work harder on their 
texts. 

Pedagogical Implications 

An important implication resulting from this study is connected to the 
impact that social and cultural contexts have on children’s literacy achieve- 
ments. As McLane and McNamee (1990) confirmed, reading and writing are 
so much more than decoding and encoding print. They are ways of commu- 
nicating meaning with written language. The purposes for reading and writ- 
ing are closely connected to specific relationships and social and cultural 
situations and activities. Children’s awareness of their purposes for writing 
and anticipation of the needs of their audience foster their full literacy devel- 
opment. Human relationships in the form of a community of learners in a 
classroom or feedback from a variety of audiences are so important to the 
process by which children become literate. 

The results of this study support the importance of classroom talk, on- 
going dialogue between teacher and student as well as between student and 
student. Classroom talk should not only be allowed; it should be promoted. 
First these children talked about audience adaptations to their texts, and then 
they incorporated them in their writing. Sowers (1979) pointed out that this 
kind of social interaction of talking about pieces of writing in progress is an 
example of scaffolding. 

This study validates research that asserts the importance of the teacher’s 
role in creating the context for learning. In order for children to become 
successful authors, teachers must believe their students can become writers. 
While it is important for educators to consider cognitive stage limitations of 
young children, it is equally important not to underestimate their capabili- 
ties. Creating a climate of mutual respect and trust will make it possible for 
students to take risks as they learn to constmct texts for a variety of audi- 
ences. 

The furniture and materials in a classroom should be arranged in a way 
that promotes opportunities for children to interact with classmates as they 
constmct texts. Regular routines should be established. Gould (1996) explained 
that they need “appropriate boundaries” and “dependable stmctures” (p. 94). 
Results of this study also support the importance of classroom libraries that 
include a variety of genres. 

Learning to adjust texts to meet the needs of a wide range of audiences 



50 Celebrating the Voices of Literacy 



is a vital skill of authorship. Children’s sense of audience needs to be nur- 
tured steadily and consistently as they move up through the grades. Audi- 
ence specifications should be included in writing assignments as soon as 
children begin to construct texts. Then writers need to meet their audience, 
share their texts and interact. 

Teachers’ questions are a very important scaffolding practice to support 
audience awareness. Posing hypothetical questions proved to be a valuable 
source of information in the study. These kinds of questions really made the 
children consider the needs of their audiences. 

The process approach to writing instruction supports an awareness of 
audience on the part of the author. Sometimes this awareness is evident as 
the writer chooses a topic, sometimes during revision or editing and some- 
times not until the writer comes face-to-face with an audience. Maintaining 
children’s voices in their writing is important. When they are given choices, 
the result is a text with a wonderful quality of the author’s unique voice. 
Granting children the choices of topic, genre and audience allows them to 
build their own knowledge and make their own meaning as they improve 
their writing skills. Publishing children’s texts not only motivates young au- 
thors to write again, but the impressive appearance of a published book also 
inspires audiences of all ages to be better listeners and more responsive. 

Children should learn to construct both generative and reconstructive 
texts. As much recent research suggests, written retellings are an excellent 
way to assess students’ comprehension (Moss, 1997). They also need to un- 
derstand the difference between the tasks. A wonderful way to introduce 
this difference is through the use of children’s literature. 

An ongoing problem throughout this study occurred when these chil- 
dren were faced with the task of constmcting nonfiction and hybrid texts. 
They often had difficulty organizing the information and putting it in their 
own words. This finding supported the implication that primary children need 
some instructional strategies to scaffold their writing of nonfiction and hy- 
brid texts. 

As the children in this study became more aware of audience, their writing 
improved in a variety of ways. Adams (1990) pointed out that emphasis on 
writing activities is repeatedly shown to result in gains in early reading achieve- 
ment. Future research could focus on the effect that children’s audience 
awareness in writing has on reading achievement. 
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Appendix A. Research Plan 



Research Question 


Purpose 


Assumption 


Procedure 


What is the influence 
of audience on the 
writing of second- 
grade students? 


To describe and 
analyze how awareness 
of audience affect 
student’s writing 


Audience-awareness 
may influence 
children’s writing. 


•Audience cues will be 
given to students prior 
to writing. 

•Students’ texts 
•Oral conferences 
•Video tapes 
•Participant observation 


What is the influence of 
different audiences on 
second-grade students’ 
construction of fiction 
text^ 


To describe and analyze 
children’s attempts to 
construct fiction text for 
different audiences. 


The awareness of 
contrasting audiences 
may have different 
effects on children’s 
construction of fiction 
text as opposed to 
nonfiction or hybrid. 


•Generative and 
reconstructive tasks 
•Students’ texts 
•Oral conferences 
•Video tapes 
• Participant observation 


What is the influence of 
different audiences on 
second-grade students’ 
construction of 
nonfiction texL^ 


To describe and analyze 
children’s attempts to 
construct nonfiction text 
for different audiences. 


The awareness of 
contrasting audiences 
may have dilTerent 
effects on children’s 
construction of 
nonfiction text as 
opposed to fiction or 
hybrid. 


•Generative and 
reconstructive tasks 
•Students’ texts 
•Oral conferences 
•Video tapes 
• Participant observation 


What is the influence of 
different audiences on 
second-grade students’ 
construction of hybrid 
text? 


To describe and analyze 
children’s attempts to 
construct hybrid text for 
different audiences 


The awareness of 
contrasting audiences 
may have dilTerent 
effects on children’s 
construction of hybrid 
text as opposed to 
fiction or nonfiction. 


•Generative and 
reconstructive tasks 
•Students’ texts 
•Oral conferences 
•Video tapes 
• Participant 
observation 
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Appendix B. Study Plan 



Phases 


Genres 


Tasks 


Audiences 


Activities 


Phase One: 
Building a 
Community of 
Writers 


Fiction and 
Nonfiction 


Generative and 
Reconstructive but 
and emphasis on 
Reconstructive 


Teacher and Peers 


Introduce daily 
writing workshop, 
audience cues, 
choice of topics, 
sharing writing 
with peers, 
conferencing with 
teacher 


Phase Two: 
Ongoing classroom 
activities 


Fiction and 
Nonfiction 


Generative and 
Reconstnictive 


Teacher, Peers, 
and Parents 


Continue routine of 
writing workshop, 
audience cues, 
generate text in 
response to 
thematic units, 
sharing writing with 
peers, teacher and 
parents 


Phase Three: Final 
Writing Aaivities 
and Collection 
of Data 


Fiction, Nonfiction, 
and Hybrid 


Generative and 
Reconstructive 
with an emphasis 
on Generative 


Teacher, Peers, 
and Parents 


Continue writing 
workshop 
emphasizing 
writing in a variety 
of genres for 
various audiences 
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Using Repeated Reading, 
Paired Reading, and Demonstration 
TO Improve Reading Fluency 

Stephanie Gerdes 

Grand Rapids, MI 



Abstract 

This study evaluates the impact of repeated reading, paired reading; and 
demonstration on the readingfluency of regular education students. Results 
suggest that integrating these strategies into the context of the regular educa- 
tion curriculum has a positive effect on students’ readingfluency and com- 
prehension. Practical suggestions for integrating these methods into classroom 
activities are provided. 



Introduction 

There he was again — standing in the book area aimlessly thumbing 
through the paperbacks, pulling one off the shelf, looking at the cover and' 
pictures, and trading it for another. Five minutes later, he was back at his 
desk, turning pages too quickly to be reading, shifting in his chair to dis- 
cover the cause of a slight disturbance, and, finally, slipping out of the room 
with the bathroom pass. When silent reading time was finished, Dan’s book 
was shut and in his desk before the direction to stop was entirely given. No, 
Dan was not exactly what one would call an enthusiastic reader. 

And why should he be? Reading was a painful, disappointing experi- 
ence for him. Every word he couldn’t read screamed aloud what he was 
trying desperately to hide. Every sentence he couldn’t comprehend forced 
him to feign interest in something to which he was indifferent. Every book 
he couldn’t complete promoted one image of himself . . . and that image was 
one of failure. 

Unfortunately, Dan is not alone. Too many children are not able to read 
grade level material fluently. That is, they cannot read with accuracy, smooth- 
ness, and expression (Rasinski, 1989 ). Furthermore, educators rarely make 
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fluency a goal of reading instruction (Allington, 1983; Rasinski, 1989). They 
view fluency as an outcome of skillfulness rather than as a factor of good 
reading (Allington, 1983; Zutell & Rasinski, 1991). Moreover, reading instmc- 
tion generally includes reading-related activities intended to improve subskills 
rather than actual reading practice intended to improve fluency (Allington, 
1980; Mathes, Simmons, & Davis, 1992; Nathan & Stanovich, 1991). Subse- 
quently, many readers are not fluent, and many educators ignore the prob- 
lem. 

The purpose of this study was to determine the impact of repeated read- 
ing, paired reading, and demonstration on the reading fluency of third grad- 
ers when these techniques were incorporated into the daily routine of a regular 
education classroom. The goal was to increase the reading rates of five tar- 
get students by 30%. 

Why Is Fluency Important? 

The ability to read fluently is very important. First, it contributes to the 
enjoyment of reading, causing students to be enthusiastic readers (Mathes, 
Simmons, & Davis, 1992). Second, it aids comprehension (Breznitz, 1997; Dahl, 
1974; LaBerge & Samuels, 1974; Lovett, 1987; Mathes, Simmons, & Davis, 
1992). Third, it makes available to the reader an abundance of material to 
process, learn from, and appreciate (Chomsky, 1976; Mastropieri, Leinart, & 
Scmggs, 1999; Mathes, Simmons, & Davis, 1992). Fourth, it positively affects 
self-concept and permits students to see themselves as readers (Chomsky, 
1976; May, 1994). Ultimately, a vast array of job opportunities are available 
(Greenberg, 1996 ), and much information designed to improve quality of life 
is accessible. 

Dysfluency, or lack of fluency, has several possible causes. It may result 
from spending too much time reading overly difficult text (Nathan & Stanovich, 
1991 ), failing to use all three cuing systems — ^semantic, syntactic, and pho- 
netic — to identify unknown words (Allington, 1980), not recognizing phrases 
(Schreiber, 1980, 1991), lacking reading practice both in and out of the class- 
room (Allington, 1980; Anderson, Wilson, & Fielding, 1988; Mathes, Simmons, 
& Davis, 1992 ), or devoting more time to subskills and reading-related ac- 
tivities than to actual reading (Allington, 1980; Mathes, Simmons, & Davis, 
1992; Nathan & Stanovich, 1991). 

If students are to become successful readers, educators must avoid these 
pitfalls. They must instmct children at their own instmctional levels. They need 
to teach them to use all three cuing systems and to group words into phrases. 
They should implement home reading programs and devote more time to 
reading in school. In essence, they need to make fluency a goal of reading 
instmction. The following three interventions help accomplish that goal. 
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Interventions for Improving Reading Fluency 

Repeated Reading 

The first intervention is repeated reading. The student rereads a short 
selection until he can easily read it at a predetermined rate (Dahl, 1974; 
Koskinen & Blum, 1986; Samuels, 1979). Researchers suggest a target rate of 
100 words per minute on independent reading level material (Dahl, 1974; 
Dowhower, 1987). Speed and ease of reading are the goals, while accuracy 
in word recognition is deemed less important. Therefore, corrections are held 
to a minimum (Dahl, 1974; LaBeige & Samuels, 1974; Rasinski, 1990; Zutell 
& Rasinski, 199D- Rereading may also be done with the support of an audio 
recording or with a partner (Chomsky, 1976; Rasinski, 1990). Chomsky rec- 
ommends 20 minute sessions daily. When reading with a partner, each stu- 
dent reads a passage three times and evaluates his improvement in rate, 
expression, and smoothness (Koskinen & Blum, 1986; Rasinski, 1990). 

Many studies indicate that repeated reading has several positive effects. 
It increases reading rate (Chomsky, 1976; Dahl, 1974; Dowhower, 1987; O’Shea, 
Sindelar, & O’Shea, 1985; Rasinski, 1990; Samuels, 1979; Sindelar, Monda, & O’Shea, 
1990) and reduces the number of word recognition errors (Dahl, 1974; Dow- 
hower, 1987; Gon 2 ales & Elijah, 1975; O’Shea, Sindelar, & O’Shea, 1985; Perfetti 
& Lesgold, 1979; Rasinski, 1990; Samuels, 1979; Sindelar, Monda, & O’Shea, 1990). 
Repeated reading also appears to improve comprehension (Allington, 1983; 
Dahl, 1974; LaBeige & Samuels, 1974; Mathes, Simmons, & Davis, 1992; O’Shea, 
Sindelar, & O’Shea, 1985; Rasinski, 1990; Samuels, 1979; Stayter& Allington, 1991). 

There are several possible reasons for the success of repeated reading. 
It offers direct, immediate feedback (Jensen, 1998) and immerses readers in 
meaningful text rather than in reading-related activities (Samuels, 1979; Stayter 
& Allington, 1991). Repeated reading also offers time to develop an aware- 
ness of how words are grouped into phrases (Screiber, 1980,1991). More- 
over, some readers simply cannot attend to all cuing systems simultaneously, 
and repeated reading offers the time needed to do so (Schreiber, 1980, 1991). 
Last, repeated reading allows the reader to master a passage and know the 
feel of “real” reading (LaBeige & Samuels, 1974). 

Paired Reading 

Another method for improving fluency is paired reading. In paired read- 
ing, students tutor one another. The pairs may be self-chosen or teacher- 
selected. In sustained paired reading, students read straight through the text 
stopping only for assistance or to perform certain tasks, such as “shririking’’ a para- 
graph into ten words or less or engaging in a prediction relay. In paired re- 
peated reading, the first student reads a short passage aloud and analyzes his 
reading. After reading the same passage two more times, the reader and tutor dis- 
cuss how the reading improved. Then they reverse roles (Koskinen & Blum, 1986). 
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Paired reading has continually demonstrated positive results both aca- 
demically and socially. Academically, students demonstrate improvement in 
reading rate, comprehension, and word recognition (Koskinen & Blum, 1986; 
Mathes & Fuchs, 1993; Mathes, Fuchs, Fuchs, Henley, & Sanders, 1994). 
Socially, students develop empathy for peers and feel supported. Attitudes 
about themselves, academics, and school greatly improve (Utley, Mortweet, 
& Greenwood, 1997). Paired reading is also enjoyable (Rasinski, 1990). 

There are several possible reasons for the success of paired reading. It 
increases individual instruction time and gives more immediate feedback 
(Heibert, 1980; Mathes & Fuchs, 1993; Utley, Mortweet, & Greenwood, 1997). 
It increases time spent reading meaningful text (Heibert, 1980; Mathes, et al., 
1994; Utley, Mortweet, & Greenwood, 1997) and offers readers models of 
fluent reading. Paired reading promotes a helping and cooperative classroom 
atmosphere (Heibert, 1980; Mathes, et al., 1994). 

Demonstration 

The last method described here is demonstration. Various forms of dem- 
onstration occur before, during, and after reading. Demonstration that oc- 
curs before reading includes echo reading, in which students echo phrases 
first read by an adult, and listening passage preview (LPP), in which stu- 
dents read longer passages to which they have been pre-exposed by a flu- 
ent reader. Forms of demonstration that take place during reading include 
“taped books,” in which students read with a tape recording either repeat- 
edly or a single time (Garbo, 1978, 1995, 1996; Chomsky, 1976; Rasinski, 1990) 
and the Neurological Impress Method (NIM). In NIM, a mature reader sits 
slightly behind and next to the student. He points to the text and gently reads 
into the students’ right ear at a slightly faster rate than the student until the 
student is able to take over pointing to and reading the text (Heckleman, 
1969 ). A third method is the shared reading experience. The teacher reads 
aloud and points to the texts of big books, class paragraphs, or large-typed 
poems as students read with her (Garbo, 1995, 1996; Rasinski, 1988). An- 
other form of listening-while-reading is choral reading. The students and 
teacher read text simultaneously (Garbo, 1995, 1996; Kelly, 1995). Last, in 
echo reading the teacher reads a phrase, sentence, or short passage, model- 
ling good phrasing and expression. Students repeat, copying the fluent ex- 
ample (Garbo, 1995, 1996; Henk, Helfeldt, & Platt, 1986; Huey, 1908/1968). 

Two implicit forms of demonstration are reading aloud and paired read- 
ing. As students hear books read aloud, they develop vocabulary and acquire 
a sense of phrasing and expression (McCurdy, Cundari, & LentZj 1990) as well 
as receive implicit modelling in phrasing and word identification (Greenwood, 
Granger, Bailey, Carta, Dorsey, Kohler, Nelson, Rotholz, & Schulte, 1987). 

Demonstration in all these forms appears to have positive effects. Stud- 
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ies suggest that it increases reading rate and decreases word recognition errors 
(Conte & Humphreys, 1989; Daly & Martens, 1994; Rasinski, 1990; Smith, 
1979). It also contributes to an enjoyment of reading and increases students’ 
self-concept. During NIM, students receive individual attention, making them 
feel valuable. Last, shared reading and reading aloud builds a strong sense 
of classroom community. 

There are several possibilities why demonstration is effective. First, it 
offers a fluent model, which is far more helpful to dysfluent readers than 
listening to slow, laborious reading of their peers (Kelly, 1995; Schiieber, 1980; 
Smith, 1979). Second, NIM and taped books maximize time reading mean- 
ingful text (Allington, 1980, 1983; Anderson, 1981; Chomsky, 1976; Kelly, 1995; 
Rasinski, 1990; Smith, 1979). Third, with the exception of NIM, demonstra- 
tion allows teachers to impact many students at once. Choral and echo read- 
ing can be enjoyable, whole-cl^ activities requiring no individual attention 
yet helping the students who need it, and LPP demonstrates fluent reading 
to everyone (Carbo, 1995, 1996). Taped books allows the teacher to impact 
many students simultaneously and gives dysfluent readers fluent modeling 
without the teacher being present (Rasinski, 1990). 

Unfortunately, repeated reading, paired reading, and demonstration are 
absent in much reading instruction despite studies indicating that they posi- 
tively affect reading fluency (Chomsky, 1976; Dahl, 1974; Delquadri, Green- 
wood, Whorton, Carta, & Hall, 1986; Dowhower, 1987; Koskinen & Blum, 
1986; O’Shea, Sindelar, & O’Shea, 1985; Rasinski, 1990). The following study 
was conducted to determine the effects of repeated reading, paired reading, 
and demonstration when they were used in the context of a regular educa- 
tion classroom. 

Reseaixrh 

Subjects 

Five third graders — four boys and one girl — ^participated in this four-week 
study. All were nine years old and had average intelligence, poor compre- 
hension, and slow reading rates. One boy was diagnosed with a reading 
disability. None had significant attentional or behavioral problems. 



This study was conducted in a public elementary school in a Midwest- 
ern middle class suburb. Most interventions were incorporated into the regular 
education instruction of all twenty-two third graders. However, the teacher- 
researcher also worked individually with the subjects while the rest of the class 
was engaged in sustained silent reading. She met with the subjects at her desk, 
at their desks, and in the carpeted hallway just outside the classroom. 



Setting 
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Materials 

Various texts were used. They included teacher-selected literature such 
as Little House in the Big Woods, by L. I. Wilder and The Boxcar Children, by 
Gertrude Warner, as well as various student-selected chapter books. They 
also included Addison-Wesley science texts, students’ journal writing, po- 
etry, and tape-recorded picture books. 

Procedures 

Three procedures were used to establish baseline data. First, the five 
subjects read three 100-word passages. These rates were averaged to deter- 
mine each child’s baseline rate, noted in words p>er minute (wpm). Next, the stu- 
dents took the reading comprehension section of the Houghton-Mifflin (1989) 
reading test to determine their baseline comprehension. Last, the remainder 
of the class read a single 100-woitlijpassa^ to determine their reading rates, used 
to create reading pairs. The fastest reader, was matched with the middle reader, 
the next fastest with the student just below the middle, and so on. This en- 
sured that no partnership had two weak readers. Care was taken that partners 
would feel comfortable together. To expedite this process, students read into 
a tape recorder, allowing the teacher-researcher to listen to their reading 
samples after school. In counting lOOword passages, every six letters and/or spaces 
represented a single word. For a sample of teacher notes, see Appendix A. 

During the next four weeks, four whole-class and two one-on-one inter- 
ventions were incorporated into the daily routine. The first whole-class inter- 
vention was using repeated reading during journal time. Four times a week, 
students journaled for eight minutes. Then they were told to “read over what 
you wrote so you are ready to read to your partner.” After doing so, they took 
turns reading to someone nearby. Next, volunteers read to the class. 

A second whole-class intervention was reading poetry for ten minutes 
three times a week. When new poetry was handed out, students silently read 
their copies as soon as they received them, thus preparing to successfully 
read aloud. New and familiar poetry was then read in partners or as a class. 

A third classwide intervention was using paired reading four times a week 
for 15-20 minutes. In assigned or self-selected pairs, students either read in 
a sustained manner or repeatedly. When reading in a sustained manner, stu- 
dents took turns acting as tutor and tutee as they played “Prediction Relay” 
or “Paragraph Shrinking.” To support peer tutoring, the teacher-researcher 
taught mini-lessons on using all three cuing systems to identify unknown 
words (i.e. using phonics, syntax, and meaning). When reading repeatedly, 
students evaluated themselves after one reading and again after practice. 
Appendix B contains a self-evaluation form for duplication. 

The last whole-class intervention was demonstrating fluent reading. This 
was done in a variety of ways, one of which was using listener-passage-pre- 
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view. In LPP, the teacher-researcher read the beginning of a chapter aloud 
while students silendy followed in their texts. They later reread the chapter 
from the beginning. She also wrote sentences on the board and lead discus- 
sions about how phrases were “chunked” together. She used echo and cho- 
ral reading, directing students to note her phrasing, intonation, and expres- 
sion. These demonstrations took place at the beginning of reading time for 
approximately five minutes. 

While the above procedures were used classwide, some strategies were 
used with the five subjects individually. Cory, Erin, Nate, and Wade used 
repeated reading. During the daily 30 minutes of sustained silent reading, in 
which the class was quiedy reading at self-chosen places about the room, the 
teacher-researcher met with two to three subjects individually each day for 
approximately 10 minutes each. They repeatedly read a paragraph or two or 
sometimes as much as a page from their self-chosen chapter books while the 
teacher-researcher recorded how long it took them to read it and what errors 
were made. Students were asked, “Do you think you could read that passage 
more quickly?” Although at first surprised by their progress, they soon eagerly 
expected it (see Appendix C for teacher notes). Another way repeated read- 
ing was used was by having students to read as far as they could in one minute 
and then rereading from the begirming, attempting to read farther than the 
first time. This was repeated as long as progress was made and interest was 
held. The teacher-researcher tallied each word read correcdy and noted word 
recognition errors so students could see their improvement. It should be 
stressed that each tally did not represent a word in the same way the six letters 
and/or spaces represented a word when figuring wpm. These tallies were 
solely used to motivate students and not to measure correct wpm. (For a 
sample of teacher notes, see Appendix D). 

During the study Dan announced that his family would be moving. 
Because of this and his particularly poor reading ability, Dan used the taped 
books method. This offered him constant modeling and allowed him to master 
his own picture books. He read with recordings of his picture books twice a 
day in twenty minute sessions. This was more than the single daily sessions 
Chomsky (1976) recommends, but it seemed imperative to increase his prac- 
tice time. His reading rates and word recognition errors before and after prac- 
tice were recorded. Errors included mispronunciations, substitutions, omis- 
sions, insertions, and refusals. They did not include self-corrections and minor 
(1-2 second) hesitations. Dan’s pre-and post-intervention rates and compre- 
hension scores were not compiled. 

At the end of the four week study, the teacher-researcher again aver- 
aged three reading samples from Cory, Erin, Nate, and Wade. The passages 
were from the same texts used to obtain baseline data. Also, she readministered 
the Houghton-Mifflin (1989) comprehension test. 
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To summarize, the reading rates and comprehension levels of the sub- 
jects were determined before and after the four week intervention. Whole- 
class strategies included using repeated reading in conjunction with journals 
and poetry, using paired reading, and using teacher demonstration, includ- 
ing explicit teaching of phrasing, listener-passage-preview, and echo and 
choral reading. At the end of four weeks, pre-and post-intervention reading 
rates and comprehension levels were compared. Dan alone used the taped 
books method. 

Results 

Table 1 contains a comparison of the mean pre-and post-intervention 
reading rates of Cory, Erin, Nate, and. Wade. Their gain ranged from 8 to 22 
wpm, or 16-42%. Their average gain was 17 wpm, or 30%. 

Table 1. Mean Pre-and Post-Intervention Reading Rates of the Subjects 
Measured in Words Per Minute (WPM). 



Pre and Post-Intervention Reading Rates 





Pre-Intervention 


Post-Intervention 


Gain in WPM 


%Gain 


Cory 


53 


75 


22 


42% 


Erin 


51 


64 


13 


26% 


Nate 


49 


57 


8 


16% 


Wade 


54 


73 


19 


35% 



Thus, the desired 30% increase in reading rate was met by two students, 
with another coming close. Nate, however, demonstrated less improvement. 

The pre and post-comprehension scores indicated improvement, as well. 
See Table 2. 

Table 2. Pre and Post-Intervention Comprehension Scores 
as Indicated by the Hoi^hton-Mifflin Reading Test, 1989- 



Percentage of Comprehension Questions Answered Correctly 





Test Level 


Pre-Intervention 


Post-Intervention 


Gain 


Cory 


3rd grade 


100% 


100% 


0% 




4th grade 


67% 


83% 


16% 


Erin 


3rd grade 


67% 


83% 


18% 




4th grade 


33% 


17% 


-16% 


Nate 


3rd grade 


50% 


67% 


17% 




4th grade 


50% 


50% 


0% 


Wade 


3rd grade 


67% 


100% 


33% 




4th grade 


83% 


100% 


17% 
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Dan showed gains using the taped books method. See Table 3 for rate 
changes after three 20-minute taped books sessions with each book. 



Table 3 — Changes of One Student in Rate and Word Recognition 
Errors Before and After Three Taped Books Sessions 







Before 


After Three 20-Minute 






Taped Books 


Taped Books 






Sessions 


Sessions 


Picture 


speed 


5:00 minutes 


2:18 minutes 


book #1 


# of errors 


20 


0 


Picture 


speed 


6:00 minutes 


2:50 minutes 


Book *2 


# of errors 


38 


0 


Picture 


speed 


9:15 minutes 


7:15 minutes 


Book *3 


# of errors 


24 


0 



Moreover, Dan’s post-intervention fluency was impeccable for Picture 
Books *l and #2. The stress, phrase lengthening, and intonation were highly 
expressive. He would have benefited from more time on Picture Book #3 to 
develop this same level of fluency, but even with just three readings, he made 
no word recognition errors. 




Discussion 

The major findings of this study suggest that the combination of repeated 
reading, paired reading, and demonstration had a positive effect on reading 
fluency, that taped books alone had a positive effect on reading fluency, 
and that instruction in reading fluency had a positive effect on comprehen- 
sion. These findings are consistent with previous research in repeated read- 
ing (Dahl, 1974; Dowhower, 1987; Samuels, 1979), paired reading (Delquadri, 
et. al., 1986; Greenwood, et al., 1987; Koskinen & Blum, 1986), and demon- 
stration (Daly & Martens, 1994). They are also consistent with research in 
taped books (Chomsky, 1976; Rasinski, 1990) and support theories on the 
usefulness of demonstration (Carbo, 1995, 1996). Last, they are consistent 
with research in the effects of fluency on comprehension (Dowhower, 1987; 
O’Shea, Sindelar, & O’Shea, 1985). 

Student and teacher reaction to these methods was highly positive. The 
children eagerly read their journal entries to friends and then again to the 
class. In fact, on two occasions when the teacher-researcher forgot to direct 
the students to silently read their entries, the students quickly reminded her. 

78 
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In addition, when asked if the repetition was helpful, students answered very 
positively. They also enjoyed the poetry, happily chanting favorite poems 
across the room. When reading in pairs, partners eagerly took up their books 
and found comers in which to nestle. They were attentive and enjoyed tu- 
toring one another. These methods also developed positive self-concepts. It 
was obvious that Dan, in particular, enjoyed a new confidence, as indicated 
by the broad smile on his face, the quickness of his step, and the proud 
poise of this head. Moreover, wearing headphones as he read with the taped 
books allowed him to immerse himself in reading. The students who read 
repeatedly with the teacher were pleased to learn how much faster they could 
read after practice and were eager to try again. The teacher-researcher found 
that she had a better knowledge of individual student performance as a re- 
sult of daily, anecdotal information and firom ranking the entire class based 
on their reading rates. Furthermore,' she became convinced that, just as 
musicians and athletes practice before performing, so should readers prac- 
tice before reading to others. 

Implications for Classroom Instruction 

From this study come several implications for classroom instmction. First, 
teachers must offer more opportunities to reread text. Options include re- 
reading poetry, listening to taped books, and reading with individual stu- 
dents during silent sustained reading. Second, teachers must increase the 
amount of time students read meaningful text. One way is to set up a system 
of classwide paired reading. Pairs may be assigned or self-chosen. If they 
are self-chosen, teachers should note if anyone is being left out. If so, then 
perhaps she should assign them. Third, teachers must make demonstration 
of fluent reading an integral part of instruction. This can be done explicitly 
by identifying phrases within sentences written on a board or by modeling 
when reading with a student. It can also be done implicitly by making read- 
ing aloud a priority. Setting up a listening station containing books on tape 
and using listening passage preview during daily lessons are other ways of 
incorporating demonstration into a reading program. For further suggestions 
on using repeated reading, paired reading, and demonstration, see Appen- 
dix E, Appendix F, and Appendix G. 

Because this study was conducted in the teacher-researcher’s own third 
grade classroom, the results may not be generalized to all classrooms. How- 
ever, this study does exhibit how teachers might provide additional support 
in regular education settings. The multi-element design recognizes that reading 
is a very complex function and refrains from using any one strategy in isola- 
tion. Furthermore, these interventions were enjoyable, motivating, and good 
instmctional practice. For example, practicing reading journal entries before 
reading aloud is similar to practicing music before performing. Reading in pairs 



Stephanie Gerdes 65 



is sharing literature — not merely reading an assignment. And identifying 
proper phrasing is good pedagogy when working with poor readers. 

A few words of caution are necessary for anyone replicating portions of 
this study. First, when recording books and passages, one must read slowly 
enough that students can actually read aloud with the tape. If the recording 
is too fast and students resort to listening only, their reading may not im- 
prove. Second, students’ interest in an intervention should be monitored. If 
they become bored with repetition, for example, the length or frequency of 
the sessions should be decreased. Last, when assigning pairs for paired read- 
ing, care should be taken that everyone is matched with someone with whom 
they will feel comfortable. Paired reading could be a miserable experience 
for someone poorly matched. If these cautions are carefully heeded, these 
interventions have the potential to offer a rewarding experience. 



Conclusion 

This study suggests that when repeated reading, paired reading, and 
demonstration are used in a regular education classroom they have a posi- 
tive effect on reading fluency, contribute to a positive classroom atmosphere, 
and foster healthy self-concepts. 

One image in particular confirms the importance of instruction in flu- 
ency. Dan had been reading aloud to the teacher-researcher in the back of 
the classroom when she quietly slipped away to monitor the students as they 
lined up for gym class. As the last student left the room, she looked back. 
There was Dan, alone at the table, intently finishing the book he had been 
reading aloud. The world was forgotten, and the book was everything. At 
that moment he was no longer the easily-distracted reader, perusing the 
bookshelves to avoid genuine reading, quickly shutting a book and stuffing 
it into his desk at the earliest opportunity, known to all as the “nonreader.” 
Instead, he was the successful student, delighting in the sound of his own 
voice moving smoothly and swiftly over the words, relishing the ease with 
which he was accomplishing his task, beginning to claim a new identify. 
Yes, indeed . . . fluency must have a central place in reading instruction. 
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Appendix A. Sample of Teacher Notes From a 100 Word Passage 
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Appendix B. Student Self-Evaluation Form for Duplication 

My name^ My peer’s name 

Date 

Read the pass^e once. 

Describe your reading. Use words like choppy, smooth, fast, slow, full of 
expression, lacks expression, ran sentences together, etc. 



Now read the same passage again until your reading gets better. 

Discuss with your partner how your reading improved. Use words like faster, 
smoother, better expression, paused at periods, didn’t mn sentences together, 
less-choppy, etc. 
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Appendix C. Sample of Teacher Notes 
During the Rereading of a Short Passage 
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Appendix D. Sample of Teacher Notes During a One Minute Reading 
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Appendix E. Classroom Applications of Repeated Reading 
Recorded Books 

Older students record short books for younger students. Before record- 
ing, students practice to attain fluency (Conte 8s. Humphreys, 1989; Rasinski, 
1988 ). 

Cross-age Tutoring 

Older low-level readers read easier books with younger students. This 
allows older students to read materials at their independent reading level 
without embarrassment. Moreover, as they assist younger readers, they be- 
come more aware of reading cues that they themselves must watch more 
closely (Rasinski, 1988). 

Board Games 

Students play games that' require reading short texts. For example, in 
Monopoly, players read aloud task cards (Rasinski, 1988). 

Readers’ Theatre and Plays 

Students rehearse and then perform for an audience. This is practical, 
meaningful, and fun (Clark, 1995; Kelly, 1995; Martinez, Roser, 8s Strecker, 
1998; Rasinski, 1989). 

Storytelling 

Children practice reading a story until they can retell it to an audience in 
their own words (Rasinski, 1988). 

Shared Book Experience 

Groups of students read chorally and repeatedly from a common text. It 
may be from a big book, on chart paper, or on an overhead. When a com- 
mon text is shared, enthusiasm spreads, heightening interest in the topic and 
in reading (Rasinski, 1988). 

Songs 

Children sing songs pertaining to the curriculum, seasons, or holidays. 
They generally enjoy singing their favorites again and again (Rasinski, 1988). 

Poetry 

Durham (1997), Perfect (1999), and Rasinski (1988) all state that poetry 
begs to be repeated, thus giving children the practice they need to become 
fluent. Individual pages of poetry may be passed out, read silently first as 
students are receiving their copies, then read together, and kept in student 
folders for subsequent rereadings. Students may also memorize poetry and 
perform it for peers, other classes, or parents at a “Poetry and Drama” night. 
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Echo Reading 

The teacher reads a portion of text, modeling fluent reading. Students 
then echo the text, copying the fluent intonation, stress, and expression 
(Anderson, 1981; Carbo, 1995, 1996; Kelly, 1995). 

Silent Pass^e Preview (SPP) 

Students silently read a passage to themselves before reading aloud with 
a partner or to the class. Materials for SPP include journal entries, reports, 
notes going home to parents, directions, science texts, and chapters in nov- 
els. This is beneficial to student performance as well as to self-concept (Dahl, 
1974; Rasinski, 1990). 

Individual Repeated Reading 

Working individually with the teacher, students read a 50-200 word portion 
of text while the teacher records errors and speed. The same text is repeated, 
with the teacher again recording errors and speed. This continues several 
times until either the desired level of fluency or a plateau is reached. The 
student is made aware of his progress after each reading. This activity is 
generally motivating for children, as they can easily track their progress and 
are encouraged by their success (Rasinski, 1988; Samuels, 1979). 

Classwide Repeated Reading 

Students and their partners take turns reading and listening. While one 
reads a passage aloud several times, the other reads silently with him. To- 
gether they analyze the reader’s strengths and weaknesses. After the first reader 
has achieved the desired level of fluency, students reverse roles (Koskinen 
& Blum, 1986). This strategy can be used with basal or literature-based read- 
ing programs. 

Listening-While-Reading/Recorded Books/Taped Books 

Known by several names, this activity uses a tape recorder, head set, 
and book. Students repeatedly read aloud with a fluent recording of a pic- 
ture book. They practice the same book daily until the desired level of flu- 
ency is reached. It is helpful for students to keep a log of these sessions, 
keeping track of the number of times they practice each book and describ- 
ing their reading. Once they are fluent, students delight in celebrating their 
success by reading aloud to another adult in the school or at home. It is 
important that students actually read aloud and not simply listen, and ses- 
sions should last no longer than twenty minutes. More difficult books are 
gradually introduced (Carbo, 1978; Chomsky, 1976; Conte & Humphreys, 
1989). 
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Appendix F. Classroom Applications of Paired Reading 

Paired Reading During Reading Instruction 

Students read in teacher-or self-chosen pairs. The teacher moves from 
student to student taking notes on reading performance. This impresses upon 
the students the value of the activity, resulting in on-task behavior and en- 
abling him to obtain the information needed to make further instructional 
decisions. Because partners act as models for one another, it is imperative 
that dyads do not have two weak readers. Using this strategy is not advis- 
able for LD classrooms. Follow-up activities should be explained prior to 
reading, as pairs will finish reading at different times (Delquadri, et al., 1986; 
Greenwood et al., 1987; Hiebert,, 1980; Koskinen & Blum, 1986). 

Paired Reading Across the Currkuhim» 

Students read short passag^-m mathematics, science, and social studies 
texts with a partner. If desirable, a competent reader may later read the same 
text aloud to the whole class (Delquadri, et al., 1986; Greenwood, et al., 1987; 
Hiebert, 1980; Koskinen & Blum, 1986). 

Paired Reading of Directions 

Students read directions to assignments and put them into their own 
words with a partner before someone is called upon to read them aloud. 

Peabody Classwide Paired Reading 

In pairs, students complete certain tasks while they read. One task is 
“paragraph shrinking,” in which the reader retells the paragraph in 10 words 
or less. The other task is a prediction relay, in which partners take turns making 
predictions and checking them (Koskinen & Blum, 1986). 
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Appendix G. Classroom Applications of Demonstration 

The following strategies are listed in order from High Teacher Involve- 
ment/Low Student Independence to Low Teacher Involvement/High Student 
Independence. While some methods should obviously be implemented as 
good general practices, others should be implemented based on the needs 
of individual students. Students ought be placed in the most independent 
situation possible (Carbo, 1995, 1996). 

Reading Aloud 

Fiction, non-fiction, biographies, poetry, rhymes, and a variety of other 
genre are read aloud to the class. When selecting materials, it is important to 
keep in mind that students’ listening vocabularies are greater titan their reading 
vocabulary and that listening leads to further acquisition of word knowledge 
(Carbo, 1995, 1996). Therefore, it is beneficial to choose books slightly above 
students’ reading level. 

Shared Reading 

Big books, paragraphs composed by students, or poems on an over- 
head or chart paper are read together as a class. Students read aloud with 
the teacher as she points to the words. It is important that everyone read 
from the same text and that it be an enjoyable and relaxing experience (Carbo, 
1995, 1996). 

Explicit Teaching of Phrasing 

A sentence or two is written where all students can view it, and the teacher 
leads a discussion about “chunking” words into phrases, stressing individual 
words, and using proper voice intonation. Volunteers take turns reading the 
sentence aloud to the class in an attempt to read it fluently. This activity should 
have a playful air and be fast-paced (Schrieber 1980, 1991). 

Neurological Impress Method (NIM) 

A mature reader and student read simultaneously. The mature reader 
sits slightly behind and on the right side of the student. He points to the text 
and gently reads into the students' right ear at a slightly faster rate than the 
student until the student is able to take over pointing to and reading the text 
(Heckleman, 1969). Parent or high school volunteers can be trained to use 
this method. 

Echo Reading 

When reading a poem, science book, literature, or other text, the teacher 
reads a short passage, modeling good phrasing and expression. Students echo, 
copying the phrasing and expression (Carbo, 1995, 1996; Kelly, 1995). 
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Choral Reading 

Students and teacher read text simultaneously with no repetition. Un- 
like echo reading, no prior modeling is given. This can be done with poems, 
literature, and reading materials across the curriculum (Carbo, 1995, 1996; 
Kelly, 1995). 

Recorded Books 

Students read aloud with a recording of chapter books, classroom theme 
books, or picture books. Books pertaining to classroom themes can be re- 
corded and placed in a listening station through which students rotate dur- 
ing science or social studies activities. In this activity, smdents receive the 
support of a fluent reader but do not reread any text. It is important that the 
recording be slow enough for the reader to read aloud with it (Carbo, 1978). 

Listener Passage Preview (LPP) 

After directing students to note his expression and phrasing, the teacher 
reads aloud the first few paragraphs of a text while students follow along in 
their own books. Later, in partners or individually, students read the same 
text/rom the beginning, rereading what was previewed and continuing as 
far as directed (Rasinski, 1990). 

listening- While-Reading/Recorded Books/Taped Books 

Known by several names, this method uses a tape recorder, head set, 
and book. Students repeatedly read aloud with a fluent recording of a pic- 
ture book. They practice the same book daily until the desired level of flu- 
ency is reached. It is helpful for students to keep a log of these sessions, 
keeping track of the number of times they practice each book and describ- 
ing their reading. Once they are fluent, students delight in celebrating their 
success by reading aloud to another adult in the school or at home. It is 
important that students actually read aloud and not simply listen, and ses- 
sions should last no longer than twenty minutes. More difficult books are 
gradually introduced (Carbo, 1978; Chomsky, 1976; Conte & Humphrevs, 
1989). 

Paired Reading 

Students read with partners. The teacher moves from student to student 
taking notes on reading performance. This impresses upon the smdents the 
value of the activity, which results in better on-task behavior while enabling 
the teacher to obtain information needed to make further instaictional deci- 
sions. Because pairs will finish reading at different times, follow-up activities 
must be explained prior to reading. Partners act as models for one another, 
making it imperative that partnerships do not have two weak readers., Using 
this strategy is not advisable for ID classrooms (Delquadri, et al., 1986; Green- 
wood et al., 1987; Hiebert, 1980; Koskinen 8^ Blum, 1986). 
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Peabody Classwide Paired Reading 

In pairs, students complete certain tasks while they read. One task is 
“paragraph shrinking,” in which the reader retells the paragraph in ten words 
or less. The other task is a prediction relay, in which partners take turns making 
predictions and checking them. The stronger reader is demonstrating more 
fluent reading for the weaker reader (Koskinen & Blum, 1986). 
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Abstract 

This purpose of this study was to categorize young children’s verbal re- 
sponses to eight multiethnic storybooks, especially their comments related to 
story elements, aesthetic involvement, personal life experiences, and ethnicity. 
The sample included 293 children from kindergarten through third grade 
enrolled in public elementary schools and was comprised of 69% Hispanic, 
15% African-American and Caribbean, 14% Caucasian, and 2% Asian. 
Children were assigned to small groups of 4-7 members for read-aloud ses- 
sions. Data were collected from audiotaped responses to three discussion 
prompts. Results shoived that most children made comments about the char- 
acter, plot, and setting of the books. Children ’s comments about all eight books 
were mostly positive. The majority of the children connected the books to their 
cnvn lives by identifying relevant people, personal events, and places. Few eth- 
nic-focused responses for all three discussion questions were found. 



;th each census, it is evident that the United States population becomes 



increasingly diverse due to immigration from Latin America, the Pa- 
cific Rim, and the Caribbean. In response to these changing demographics, 
schools have incorporated multicultural books into the curriculum. School 
librarians have purchased collections of Hispanic, Asian, African-American, 
and Native American children’s literature to reflect the cultures, languages, 
and values of various ethnic groups. Many schools use multicultural litera- 
ture as one means of developing culturally literate and sensitive citizens 
(Gersten, 1995). Educators claimed that reading multicultural literature en- 
courages children to reaffirm the values of their own culture and come to 
appreciate those of others (Creany et al, 1993; Rasinski & Padak, 1990). 
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To compete successfully in the global marketplace, American schools 
must produce students who are not only bilingual and biliterate, but also 
culturally aware (Yokota, 1993). Through multicultural literature, children 
develop awareness of the uniqueness of each culture as well as the similari- 
ties in beliefs and values across cultures. Furthermore, it is especially impor- 
tant that Caucasian children in monoethnic classrooms are exposed to other 
cultures to avoid the perception that most of the world’s significant or impor- 
tant people are white (Abbott & Grose, 1998; Macphee, 1997). Research studies 
of how multicultural literature was used in elementary classrooms addressed 
questions related to three aspects: a) development of childreri’s awareness and 
sensitivity to other cultures and languages, b) the effectiveness of tlie books 
in building minority children’s self-concepts or enhancing their cultural self- 
esteem, and c) comparisons of children’s responses to the same book across 
ethnic groups. ' • 

How can ethnic folktales, realistic fiction, and non-fiction books introduce 
children to other cultures and languages? Several recent studies included 
mostly Caucasian children along with smaller percentages of Asian, African- 
American, or Hispanic children (Abbott & Grose, 1998; Rosberg, 1995; Walker- 
Dalhouse, 1992). Teacher-guided discussions, children’s spontaneous com- 
ments, children’s written responses, and pictures of significant events provided 
the data sources in these studies. One study aimed to increase children’s sen- 
sitivity to social issues (Macphee, 1997) while others examined the relation- 
ships between children’s ethnic backgrounds and their critical thinking about 
character’s actions (Commeyras & Guy, 1995; Walker-Dalhouse, 1992). The 
results showed children experienced greater interest in the books’ culture and 
language (Abbott & Grose, 1998; Rosberg, 1995), made better connections to 
their own culture, and increased participation in discussions across time 
(Macphee, 1997; Walker-Dalhouse, 1992). Realistic fiction seemed to be more 
effective than ethnic folktales in developing young children’s appreciation and 
empathy for characters and in making connections to their own lives 
(Macphee, 1997). 

What happens when Asian or African-American children respond to lit- 
erature from their own cultures? Studies exartiining the link between children’s 
ethnicity and their responses to multicultural literature found several connec- 
tions. Both Asian and African-American children not only comprehended the 
stories fully, but also drew personal relevance to the characters and showed 
greater involvement during the reading (Diller, 1999; Liaw, 1995; Smith, 1995). 
In addition. Smith (1995) found that the fifth graders’ writing reflected the 
styles, language, and themes of the African-American literature they had read. 
Subsequently, the fifth graders selected more African-American books for their 
recreational reading. For the Chinese first graders, Liaw (1995) found that the 
book’s illustrations determined whether or not the children liked the book. 
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All studies found a range of children’s responses to each book, not one com- 
mon response. 

How do children from varying ethnic backgrounds respond to the same 
book? In studies of multiethnic classrooms, researchers collected data through 
individual interviews and written responses. When the results for both pri- 
mary (Altieri, 1993; Towell et al, 1997) and intermediate children (Altieri, 1996) 
were compared, children’s ethnicity did not significantly affect the level of 
response. Young children identified with characters in stories based on plots, 
main character’s personality, and similarities to the main character’s interest. 
For these children, a good story transcended ethnicity — the culture of the 
main character was secondary to an interesting, realistic plot. (Altieri, 1993; 
Towell et al, 1997). No differences in children’s ability to make inferences, 
level of engagement, aesthetic involvement, or character judgement were 
found across ethnic groups. For older children (fifth and seventh graders) 
however, ethnicity did affect the child’s ability to place self into the character’s 
shoes (Altieri, 1996). Caucasian children identified less often with characters 
in African-American stories than for those in Hispanic or white books. 



Purpose of the Study 

Previous research found that reading aloud contributes to a child’s con- 
cept of ston^ (Nistler, 1989) and when children read culturally familiar text, 
their comprehension increased (Droop & Verhoeven, 1998). Children were 
likely to draw personal relevance from these stories when the protagonists 
were close to the children’s age (Liaw, 1995). Along with their increased 
interest and engagement with these texts, children were more likely to state 
high quality aesthetic responses (Altieri, 1993). Since smaller numbers of 
Hispanic and African-American children were included in the multiethnic 
samples of previous research (Altieri, 1993; 1996; Rosberg, 1995; Towell et al 
1997), this study was designed to increase the representation of these groups. 

The present study is designed to connect Vygotsky’s theory on concept 
development (Vygotsky, 1986) to literacy learning by examining how 
children’s everyday, spontaneous concepts are restructured into scientific, 
“schooled” concepts through literacy activities with children’s literature (Dixon- 
Krauss, 1996). These literacy activities, in the form of discussion groups, al- 
low children to acquire academic “schooled” knowledge by building on a 
foundation of personal experience. The manner in which the discussions 
are conducted affects the on-going social interaction of the groups, which in 
turn affects how the children’s thinking develops. Previous studies described 
the limitations of teachers and researchers conducting discussions that were 
too adult-focused and interfered with children’s reasoning (Abbott & Grose, 
1998; Commeyras & Guy, 1995; Wollman-Bonilla & Werchadlo, 1995). Stud- 
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ies intending to encourage children’s personal responses to literature dem- 
onstrated the advantages of using prompts rather than a prescribed series of 
discussion questions (Bleich, 1978; Kelly, 1990). 

In the study reported here, open-ended questions were used to tap 
children’s self-reflections and identify what they see in the stories, not what 
an adult directs them to see. Multicultural realistic fiction, representing His- 
panic/ Latino and African-American/ Caribbean populations of South Florida, 
was read to the children prior to their literature discussion. These books with 
realistic characters of Hispanic/Latino and African- American/ Caribbean 
ethnicity were selected to tap students’ everyday spontaneous concepts re- 
lated to their own ethnic backgrounds. The books were also selected be- 
cause their main characters were close in age to the children in the research 
sample. The study’s purpose was to categori 2 e young children’s responses 
to multiethnic storybooks by analyzing their comments related to story ele- 
ments, aesthetic involvement, personal life experiences, and those related to 
ethnicity. The following questions were addressed: 

1. How does reading culturally familiar text aloud to children affect 
their story comprehension? 

2. What types of affective responses do culturally familiar texts elicit? 

3. What types of personal experiences do children connect to cultur- 
ally familiar texts? 

4. Do culturally familiar texts elicit ethnic-related responses? 

Method 

Subjects 

The sample included 293 primary grade children including 21 kinder- 
garten, 85 first grade, 96 second grade, and 91 third grade public elementary 
school students. Many children were recent immigrants or first generation 
American citizens from Central and South America, Cuba, Haiti, the Baha- 
mas, and Jamaica within the ethnic distribution of 69% Hispanic, 15% Afri- 
can-American and Caribbean, 14% Caucasian, and 2% Asian. Children were 
assigned to small groups of four to seven members for read-aloud sessions. 
Twenty-eight of the groups were ethnically heterogeneous and twenty-five 
of the groups were homogeneous. Group membership remained constant 
across all read-aloud sessions. 

Procedures 

Preservice teachers in their field schools conducted small group read- 
aloud sessions each week for eight weeks. The preservice teachers were 
juniors enrolled in a primary literacy methods course. Preservice teachers 
received explicit instruction in adult-child storybook reading practices includ- 
ing book handling, reading with expression, and responsive engagement. 
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The preservice teachers received further support by analyzing adult child 
videotapes of storybook reading and through instructor modeling. The 
preservice teachers read a total of eight multicultural books to the children, 
presenting one story with discussion session per week. Hispanic/Latino and 
African American/ Caribbean realistic fiction picture books were read in an 
alternating weekly sequence. Previous studies found that realistic fiction genre 
tended to engage young children better than ethnic folktales (Altieri, 1993; 
1996 ; Rosberg, 1995; Towell et al, 1997). Books read were also sequenced 
from least to most difficult based on story complexity and book length, ranging 
from 20 pages to 40 pages (See Appendix A for books listed in the sequence 
they were read to the children). 

Each read-aloud session was audiotaped. The preservice teachers intro- 
duced each book with a brief discussion of the cover picture and title. The 
following three discussion question 'prompts were introduced prior to the 
reading and discussed after reading; (a) Question 1, What did you notice in 
the story? (b) Question 2, How did the story make you feel? and (c) Ques- 
tion 3, What does the story remind you of in your own life? These prompts 
were designed to encourage children’s thinking and personal responses to 
books (Bleich, 1978; Kelly & Faman, 1989; Kelly, 1990). Children commented 
freely during the reading, but these comments were not solicited or tran- 
scribed. After the book was read, each child responded orally to discussion 
question 1. The preservice teachers called on children in a random sequence 
to ensure an individual personal response from every child in the group. 
This continued for discussion question 2 and then for question 3- 



Results 

The audiotaped responses for the read-aloud sessions were transcribed, 
sorted to identify categories, and then analyzed using descriptive statistics. The 
two researchers independently read and categorized each child’s responses 
to the three questions. Consensus for categorizing responses was reached 
through discussion. Responses for Question 1 were sorted into story element 
categories of author style, plot, problem, characters, setting, and book format 
categories. Examples of responses for each category are shown in Figure 1. 

Responses in the story element categories identified for Question 1 were 
reported in percentages in Table 1. For all children grades K-3, the highest 
percentage of students noticed the characters (mean =39%), followed by both 
the plot and setting (21%), and then the problem (13%). These results are 
consistent with previous findings that reading realistic fiction aloud was ef- 
fective in developing young children’s appreciation and empathy for char- 
acters (Macphee, 1997; Nistler, 1989). 

Examination of the story element responses by grade level showed an 
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Figure 1. Question 1 Response Categories 



Category 


Examples 


Author Style 


“The author gave a lot of detail about their journey” 
— How Many Days to America? 

“The title matched the story because he took a trip.” 
— The Trip 


Plot 


“That when the baby grows, the tree also grows.” 

— Pablo’s Tree 

“The man noticed that he really missed his grandmother 
and he still thinks about her.” — Bigmama’s 


Characters 


“The baby was cute when he came home.” — Pablo ’s Tree 
“The girls were different.” Margaret and Margarita 


Setting 


“That they were in a big garden.” Isla 
“It was Halloween.”— Trip 


Book Format 


“The pictures looked like paintings.” — Aunt Flossie’s Hats 
“The pictures were small.” Margaret and Margarita 



increase toward noticing the plot plus the problem, from 25% in kindergar- 
ten to 45% in third grade. There was a substantial increase in plot focus from 
kindergarten to first grade (12% to 29%) and from second to third grade (17% 
to 27%). These results coincide with previous research findings that by first 
grade most children have demonstrated knowledge of setting, character, and 
plot (Droop & Verhoeven, 1998; Nistler, 1989). Furthermore, the results show 
that the children’s concepts of story continued to develop and expand with 
age when culturally familiar texts were read. 



Table 1. Percent of Story Element Responses for Question 1 



Story Ele.ment 


K 


1 


2 


3 


Mean 

(K-3) 


Character 


47 


34 


40 


35 


39 


Plot 


12 


29 


17 


27 


21 


Problem 


13 


11 


11 


18 


13 


Setting 


24 


20 


24 


17 


21 


Author Style 


4 


5 


7 


3 


5 


Book Format 


— 


1 


1 


- 


_ 1 



Note. Question 1: What did you notice in the story? 
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Table 2. Percent of Story Affect Responses for Question 2 



Story Affect 


K 


1 


2 


3 


Mean 

(K-3) 


Positive 


76 


73 


63 


73 


71 


Negative 


9 


15 


16 


14 


13 


Aroused 


15 


11 


19 


9 


14 


Disengaged 


— 


1 


2 


3 


2 



Note. Question 2: How did the story make you feel? 



The affective categories identified for Question 2 responses included 
positive, negative, aroused, ^d ,c^engaged. The categories were identified 
to reflect polar opposites of emotions and their connotations as follows: a) 
positive (happy) vs. negative (sad), and b) aroused (emotionally involved) 
vs. disengaged (emotionally uninvolved). Examples of these positive responses 
included, “I was happy because I know what ‘Cest la vie’ means.” {Tap- 
Tap). Examples of negative responses are “Lonely, because he had no one 
to play Wwh.XThe Trip); “It made me feel sad when they said her grandfa- 
ther died because my grandfather died last year.” {Isla). “I was curious to see 
how many people could fit on the bus. ” {Tap-Tap) is an example of an aroused 
comment. Disengaged responses resembled this example, “It doesn’t make 
me feel anything.” {Bigmama’s) 

In the affective responses to Question 2 for all children grades K-3, most 
of the students made positive comments (71%) about the story (see Table 2). 
Only 13% of the comments were negative, 14% aroused, and 3% disengaged. 
The positive responses remained consistent across all grade levels from Kin- 
dergarten through third, 76%, 73%, 63%, 73%, respectively, indicating that 
the children seemed to enjoy the culturally familiar realistic fiction stories. 



Table 3. Percent of Personal Experience Responses for Question 3 



Story Affect 


K 


1 


2 


3 


Mean 

(K-3) 


People 


22 


66 


43 


53 


46 


Places 


19 


2 


11 


9 


10 


Events 


41 


26 


39 


31 


34 


Objects 


11 


5 


5 


1 


6 


Activities 


8 


1 


1 


5 


4 



Note. Question 3: What does the story remind you of in your own life? 
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Responses for Question 3 were grouped into personal life experience 
categories labeled people, places, events, objects, and activities. When asked 
to relate the stories to their own lives, 46% of the children (K-3) identified 
people they knew, 34% described personal events and 10% identified places 
they had lived or visited (see Table 3). The highest percentage of students in 
first (66%), second (43%), and third (53%) grades related the stories to people, 
while the highest percentage of kindergarten responses (41%) related the story 
to events. An example of the personal experience responses in the people 
category included “The lady reminded me of my grandma ‘cause she was old’, 
too” iAunt Flossie’s Hats). “When I got my parrot, it was laying on the ground 
having babies” Usld). is representative of the events responses. Again, these 
results highlight the effectiveness of culturally familiar realistic fiction in de- 
veloping young children’s ability to identify with characters and make con- 
nections to their own lives (Altieri, 1993; Macphee, 1997; Towell et al, 1997). 



Table 4. Percent of Ethnic Related Responses 



Grade Level 


Question 1 


Question 2 


Question 3 


Mean % 


K 


2 


0 


9 


4 


1 


5 


2 


11 


6 


2 


8 


4 


1 


4 


3 


9 


5 


15 


10 


Mean % 


6 


3 


9 





All responses to the three questions were analyzed to determine the 
percent of ethnic-related responses at each grade level. Ethnic-focused re- 
sponses included any references made to a language other than English (Span- 
ish, Haitian, etc.), a country or geographic location other than the United 
States, or a specific nationality of the story characters or the children them- 
selves. Examples of ethnic-related responses were, “Those people are black 
like me!” As shown in Table 4, the percent of ethnic related responses for all 
grade levels was low, ranging from 0 to 15%. The most ethnic-related re- 
sponses for all grade levels occurred for Question 3 when children were 
prompted to relate the stories to their own lives (mean =9%). This small 
percentage of ethnic-related responses could be expected due to the diver- 
sity of this sample of children and the frequency of their encounters with 
members of multiethnic groups in their daily lives. Another interesting trend 
was that the oldest students, third graders, had the laigest percentage of eth- 
nic related responses for all three questions (9%, 5%, and 15%). These find- 
ings are consistent with previous studies where the culture of the characters 
was secondary to an interesting, realistic plot (Altieri, 1993; Towell et al, 1997) 
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One of the books, Margaret and Margarita, was written half in English 
and half in Spanish. This book did receive the most notice in the students’ 
responses pertaining to ethnicity, but they still mentioned the language less 
than half of the time. Raul’s comment, “Special to be Puerto Rican and to 
know the language” reflected a positive response to the book’s language. In 
contrast Michael, a Haitian boy, had a negative response, “Stupid because I 
don’t understand Spanish.” When children remarked on the book’s language, 
their responses were more like Eric’s, an African-American, “One girl speaks 
Spanish and one girl speaks English.” 



Implications of the Study 

Since this study included larger numbers of Hispanic and African-Ameri- 
can subjects than previous research, the findings expand the understanding 
of children’s responses to multiethnic books by increasing the representa- 
tion of these groups. Furthermore, the results demonstrate the effectiveness 
of using prompts rather than a series of discussion questions as a means of 
encouraging children’s thinking and personal responses to literature. The 
open-ended questions used in this study did enable children to self-reflect 
and to identify what they saw in each book without adult’s explicit direc- 
tion. These findings add to the body of work on reading aloud to children as 
a means of developing their story concepts and increasing comprehension 
by reading culturally familiar text. 

Analysis of the number and types of primary children’s responses to the 
three open-ended questions reaffirms the common sense interpretation that 
young children identify with the characters and their actions in realistic fic- 
tion. When children were prompted by Question 1 to reflect on what they 
noticed in the stories, most of the responses were in the category of charac- 
ters, followed by plot and problem. These results were consistent with find- 
ings in previous studies of children’s responses to multiethnic literature (Altieri, 
1993, 1996; Towell, et al., 1997). The majority of the responses in the people 
and events categories for Question 3 further support the use of multicultural 
realistic fiction for developing young children’s appreciation and empathy 
for characters, and helping young children build connections between the 
stories and their own lives (Macphee, 1997). 

The low number of ethnic related responses to all three question prompts 
(10% or less) raises some interesting questions on the effectiveness of using 
multicultural literature to enhance children’s cultural awareness and sensi- 
tivity. Is it possible that children in this study were exposed to ethnically diverse 
groups of people in their schools, so they simply did not notice the ethnicity 
of the characters in the stories? Or could these children already possess high 
levels of cultural awareness? Perhaps these children may, in light of their 
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environment, expect to meet characters of various ethnicities in the books 
they read. If multicultural books elicit children’s sensitivity and ethnic aware- 
ness, how do the age of the children, and the level of diversity they already 
experience in their classroom settings affect this? 

Previous researchers have been unable to identify specifically at what 
age or developmental level ethnicity in children’s literature begins to make 
a difference in reader response (Towell et al, 1997). In the study reported 
here, ethnic-related responses began to increase at third grade level for books 
read and discussed. Further investigation of the interactions of children’s 
ethnicity to their cultural sensitivity and awareness needs to be clarified. Future 
studies should investigate the effects of multiple readings and discussions of 
the same book on the intensity of children’s responses. 

Within this study’s sample, half of the small groups were ethnically 
homogeneous, while half were heterogeneous. Both were representative of 
the ethnic composition of their classroom and school populations. A major- 
ity of these students were from countries or islands represented in the sto- 
ries. Many had heard stories or recently visited their native countries. It would 
seem that these children would mention more of the places in response to 
Question 3 and give more geographic responses related to ethnicity. These 
results were not found. Thus, a second avenue for further study is the role of 
group membership and the context of multiethnic literature discussion. 

In summary, this study found reader-response prompts used with 
multiethnic storybooks effective in fostering higher order thinking in primary 
grade students beyond concrete literal retelling. These prompts afford young 
children opportunities to connect their prior knowledge to texts and to se- 
lect their relevant personal experiences for comparison. Over time, consis- 
tent use of small group discussions and reader-response prompts should 
enable young readers to explore various text interpretations, instead of seeking 
the one “correct” meaning. 
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Appendix. Multiethnic Books Sequenced 
in the Order Read to the Children 

Keats, E. J. (1978). The Trip. New York: Mulberry Books. (Hispanic/ Latino) 

Crews, D. (1991). Bigmama’s. New York: Greenwillow Books. (African- 
American) 

Reiser, L. (1996). Margaret and Margarita. New York: Mulberry Books. 
(Hispanic/Latino) 

Williams, K. L. (1994). Tap Tap. New York: Clarion Books. (African- 
American/ Caribbean) 

Mora, P. 1994). Pablo’s Tree. New York: Simon & Schuster Books for 
Young Readers. (Hispanic/ Latino) 

Bunting, E. (1988). How Many Days to America? New York: Clarion 
Books. (African-American/Caribbean) 

Dorros, A. (1995). Isla. New York: Puffin Books. (Hispanic/ Latino) 

Howard, E. F. (1991). Aunt Flossie’s Hats (And Crab Cakes Later). New 
York: Clarion Books. (African-American) 
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Abstract 

Recent research has identified onsets and rimes (phonograms) as key 
phonemic units for decoding instruction. The present study identifies those 
rimes that may have the greatest instructional and reading utility — rimes that 
can be used to decode the high frequency words students encounter in their 
reading. We have termed these rimes the Instant Phonograms. 



nsets and rimes have become very popular in reading instruction over 



the past few years. They refer to key parts of the syllable — onsets refer- 
ring to any consonants that precede the sounded vowel in a syllable and 
rimes referring to the sounded vowel and any following letters within the 
syllable. In the word take, for example, t is the onset and ake is the rime. In 
the word cap, c is the onset and ap is the rime. And in the word stripe, str is 
the onset and ipe is the rime. Not all syllables need onsets (e.g., the word 
ink), but all syllables in English must have a vowel and therefore must also 
have a rime. 

Recent research into word decoding has identified onsets and rimes as 
particularly useful units for instruction. For example, Adams notes “. . . they 
provide a means of introducing and exercising many printed words with 
relative efficiency and this ... is in marked contrast to the slowness with which 
words can be developed through individual letter-sound correspondences” 
(1990, p. 324). Moreover, Johnston (1999) adds that word family instruction 
using letter chunking is more efficient than synthetic phonics approaches 
that expect readers to decode words in a letter-by-letter fashion. Through 
the years reading teachers have recognized the utility of teaching phonics 
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using onsets and rimes, but have tended to have other names for rimes — 
word families, vowel clusters, and phonograms. According to researchers in 
word decoding, the use of word families helps readers remember sight words, 
decode unfamiliar words, and spell words accurately and efficiently (Eliri & 
Robbins, 1992; Goswami & Bryant, 1992; Johnston, 1999). Adams (1990) and 
Wylie and Durrell (1970) argue that die pronunciation of vowels is more stable 
and consistent within word families than across word families, thus making 
the teaching and learning of word families a valuable part of early decoding 
instmction. 

Teacher educators, recognizing the importance of onsets and rimes in a 
phonics program, also advocate their inclusion in word study programs. As 
Vacca, Vacca, and Gove note. 

Phonics instruction needs to include the teaching of onsets and rimes. 
Instead of teaching phonics mles, teach children to use onsets and 
rimes ... As children grow in their ability to identify words, it is easier 
and quicker for them to identify words when rimes and other letter 
patterns are taught than when they attempt to sound out all of the in- 
dividual letters and blend them (2000, p. l6.3). 

Although the utility of onsets and rimes as valuable units of instmction 
is widely accepted among word recognition scholars and reading teacher 
educators, the order in whicn they should be taught as well as the nature of 
instmction in the rimes has not been firmly established. The research reported 
in this paper makes a contribution toward the answer to the first question — 
in just what order should rimes or phongrams be taught? 

Francine Johnston (1999) recognized the value of teaching rimes, and 
suggests a general developmental order in which they should be presented 
to children. Johnston suggests beginning with one short vowel word family 
at a time (consonant-vowel-consonant pattern), followed by comparing and 
contrasting word families that contain the same short vowel sound. Next, 
word families with other short vowel sounds and words that include conso- 
nant blends and digraphs should be added. This should be followed by saidy- 
ing vowel patterns across rimes, such as single short vowel words in CVC, 
CVCC, and CCVC patterns, compared to the same patterns using other short 
vowels. Then, word families containing the short and long sounds of the 
same vowel should be introduced and followed by word families with mixed 
long vowel sounds. According to Johnston, such a progression follows the 
documented development of children’s spelling knowledge. 

In response to Johnston’s suggestions, Rasinski (2000) suggests that other 
principles may guide teachers in the order in which rimes are presented to 
students. Teachers may look to the students themselves for guidance in rimes 
that may be most manifest in students’ minds. In particular, Rasinski sug- 
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gests that students’ first names may provide some proximal tangibility for 
students’ interest and awareness of rimes. Names such as Jim, Tom, Mike, 
Jane, and Jen, especially if there are students who have those names in the 
classroom, may be some of the first rimes to teach to children. 

Edward Fry (1998) weighs in on the debate over the order of rime in- 
struction by suggesting that those rimes that produce the largest number of 
one syllable words may be the rimes that should be taught to students as 
they give students the opportunity to spell and decode the laigest number of 
single syllable words. Fry identifies 37 rimes that will result, by adding an 
onset, in 654 one-syllable words. 

Although Fry’s list of phonograms is impressive, the words produced by 
the addition of an onset may not be among those commonly used and de- 
coded by students in the primary grades. Moreover, Fry’s list of common 
rimes does not take into account the multi-syllabic words that can be de- 
coded. Other rimes, not on Fry’s list, could actually be more useful in decod- 
ing longer words of more than one syllable, the very words that often cause 
students’ the greatest difficulty in decoding. 

Given the various possibilities and limitations for determining useful rimes 
to teach children, we decided to take an approach that combined Fry’s quest 
for common rimes with his earlier list of high frequency words. We reasoned 



Table 1. Most Common Phonogrsuns 
Based on the First 100 Instant Words 



Phonogram 

an* 

er 

is 

ay 

ow^ 

as 

at 

all 

en 

in 

ould 

out 

Total 16 



Number of occurrences in 
FIRST 100 Instant Words 
6 
5 
4 
4 
4 
3 
3 
3 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

48 



'also include ant 
^as in do 



^as in he 
“'as in go 



^as in how 
^as in my 
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Table 2. Most Co mmo n Phonograms Based on the 300 Instant Words 



Phonogram 

er 

an + ‘ 

en + 
in + 
or + 
al + 
ay 
is + 
o'* 

2 ? 

igh + 

ow^ 
el + 
et 
it 

on + 
ow* + 

y^ 

ame 

ear'° 

il + 

ook" 

ound 

ould 

out 

un 

us + 

Total 30 



Number of occurrences in 
HRST 100 Instant Words 
19 
17 
14 
11 
10 
10 
8 
7 
7 
6 
6 
5 
5 
5 
5 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

186 



‘addition signs (+) refers to following consonants that may be part of the rime (e.g. 
and and ant) 

-as in he 
^as in carry 
'*as in go 

^schwa sounds as the first syllable in around 
^as in do 
'as in low 

‘‘as in how and down 
’as in my 
‘°as in hear 
“as in book 
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that some of the most useful words for students to learn are the high fre- 
quency words that they regularly encounter in their reading. In 1980, Fry 
reported on 300 “Instant Words” that, according to his analysis of Carroll, 
Davies, and Richman’s (1971) frequency count of five million running words, 
comprise approximately two-thirds of all the words that children encounter 
in their elementary school reading. If these words are worth learning early 
because of their high frequency nature, perhaps the most frequent rimes 
embedded within those words are the rimes that are most worth teaching 
students early in their school careers. 

With this in mind, then, we made an analysis of the 300 words in Fry’s 
list of “Instant Words.” From each word on the list we abstracted the embed- 
ded rime(s). We tallied the rimes for the first 100 words that represent 50% of 
the words students encounter in their reading (Fry, 1980) and for the full 
corpus of 300 “Instant Words.” Our findings are reported in Tables 1 and 2. 

Fry (1980) reported that the first 100 of his Instant Words make up about 
50% of all elementary school reading. According to our analysis, knowledge 
of just l6 rimes or phonograms can be used to decode nearly half of the first 
100 Instant Words. Moreover, well over half (186) of the 300 words have 
embedded in them 30 phonograms. Thus, over half of the 300 most com- 
mon words found in English writing can be decoded with knowledge of just 
30 specific phonograms. We call these phonograms or rimes the Instant 
Phonograms. 

Discussion 

The list of 30 common phonograms identified in Table 2, then, would 
appear to be good candidates for early instruction. Students’ knowledge of 
just those 30 phonograms, easily taught in three to four months, would pro- 
vide students with the knowledge to help them decode and spell a very sig- 
nificant percentage (between 20-30%) of the total number of words they will 
encounter in their reading during elementary school. 

Plenty of contextual reading will provide students with good practice in 
identifying these key phonograms because of their high frequency nature. 
However, given their high utility, we recommend that more direct instruc- 
tional efforts complement students’ contextual reading. Word building ac- 
tivities, word sorts, word collecting, word walls, drawing students’ attention 
to various features in key words, and word games are just some of the ways 
that teachers can provide direct and intensive instruction in recognizing and 
using the Instant Phonograms. 

The Instant Phonograms can also be used diagnostically. Given their high 
utility value in reading and spelling, teachers should expect students to have 
mastery of the Instant Phonograms as early as possible in their school ca- 
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reers, certainly by the end of the second grade. For students who are expe- 
riencing difficulty in the decoding portion of reading, teachers can devise 
and administer a brief test made up of single and multiple syllable words 
containing the Instant Phonograms. Phonograms embedded in those words 
not easily and accurately recognized by students should become candidates 
for remedial instruction. 

Although knowledge of phonograms or rimes is certainly important for 
student success in reading, questions regarding the identification of which 
phonograms to teach early in a student’s school career and how those 
phonograms are best taught remain to be answered. The results of this study 
provide teachers and teacher educators with more valuable knowledge for 
making informed and productive instructional decisions in response to that 
first question. 
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Abstract 

This manuscript describes how an elementary school principal (pseud- 
onym Nora), was the impetus for changes in course scheduling and program 
delivery for a university’s post-baccalaureate, field-based teacher education 
program. With Nora’s help, the instructor designed a course that served as a 
pre-field literacy methods class for university students and set up a tutoring 
program. The highlights of this course are presented as well as comments and 
reactions from the university students as they responded to the tutoring ses- 
sions. This change in program delivery serves as an example of how teacher 
education changes can occur when public school personnel, such as Nora, 
collaborate with university faculty. 



I n creating effective university and public school partnerships, the success 
of such endeavors weighs heavily upon the creation of “powerfully pro- 
ductive symbioses” (Goodlad, 1994, p. 103). When Nora, the principal of 
Lincoln Elementary School, asked for help from the university, I leapt at the 
opportunity. Feeling that the time was ripe for forging a symbiotic relation- 
ship, I grasped for what I hoped would become a contextually-rich, field- 
based experience for my literacy methods students. Since my university and 
Nora’s school, Lincoln Elementary, had been partners for several years, the 
groundwork had been laid for a field-based experience. Thus, I saw my role 
as guiding our preservice teachers toward reaching a goal that would please 
both Nora and myself. Together, we would all become partners as the result 
of a tutorial program that would benefit both the fourth graders and my 
university students. 

The need for creating such partnerships has been well documented 
(National Commission on Teaching & America’s Fumre, 1996). Since 1958, 
when representatives from both the public schools and higher education 
gathered at Bowling Green State University for a national conference, the 
cry for cooperation among the various stakeholders has been heard (Patterson, 
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Michelli, & Pacheco, 1999). John Goodlad (1984) has maintained, since the 
eariy 1980s, that formal partnerships are necessary for promoting and ad- 
vancing collaborative initiatives for change. If both parties are going to en- 
joy a symbiotic relationship, or simultaneous renewal, the collaboration must 
be authentic. That is, involved parties must spend time in each other’s cul- 
ture. As stated by Patterson, Michelli, and Pacheco, colleagues of John 
Goodlad’s who have studied innovations in school-university partnerships, 
“Strong partnerships are built on equity and tmst, often leading to a blurring 
of boundaries and a sharing of power” (1999, p. 67). 

While much has been written about forming effective school-university 
partnerships, two major goals of such partnerships are quite clear: improved 
student achievement and improved teacher preparation programs (Goodlad, 
1994). Fortunately, Nora and I had previously familiarized ourselves with the 
body of research on partnerships and the work of John Goodlad as partici- 
pants in the Institute for Educational Inquiry’s Leadership Program (Goodlad, 
1999). Therefore, we both felt strongly that, while a partnership had existed 
for several years, there was a great deal of room for improvement. 

The purpose of this paper is to explain how Nora’s request for assis- 
tance led to changes in my university’s teacher education program. First, I 
will describe how Lincoln Elementary School and one fourth-grade class- 
room became the impetus for change. Secondly, I will explain the changes 
in program delivery. This will be followed by a brief description of the re- 
sponses to the changes. Next, I will explicate how a second fourth-grade 
classroom became another setting for field-based learning. Lastly, my con- 
clusions will serve as reflections about the value of forming relationships 
with partner schools. All names used in this paper are pseudonyms. 



Lincoln Elementary 

Lincoln Elementary School served a primarily low socioeconomic popu- 
lation in an urban school district. The student population was seventy-percent 
African American. A majority of these saidents were transported by bus. Over 
the last several years, test data indicated an increase in tlie number of students 
requiring remediation in reading, listening, and expressive language skills. 

Intervention strategies included a review of the literature, ongoing staff 
development lor the staff, implementation of a school-wide Title I program, 
after-school tutoring for students in grades four and six, and an ongoing 
collaboration with university faculty and school faculty on effectively utiliz- 
ing best practices that would have a positive impact on student achievement 
in reading. However, Nora maintained that much more needed to be done; 
she alone was the guiding force for bringing forth the impetus for change 
that serves as the focus of this paper. 
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During a steering committee meeting in the fall of 1999, attended by 
both school district administrators and university faculty, Nora expressed her 
concern that her students would fail miserably, again, in their statewide pro- 
ficiency test performance. Seizing the opportunity to be helpful, I suggested 
that as the instructor of the ED 607; Literacy II class, I could hold class at 
Nora’s school, Lincoln Elementary, where my 22 post-baccalaureate, preservice 
teacher education students could serve as tutors. Because one of the 22 stu- 
dents, Ms. Donnelly, was a long-term substitute teacher at Lincoln, we de- 
cided that her fourth-grade students would be the recipients of our tutelage. 

The second issue raised by Nora was that the preservice teachers, post- 
baccalaureate teacher certification candidates who enrolled in a 15-month, 
field-based program, did not receive any training in literacy methods prior 
to their placement in the school as a year-long intern. She felt that if they 
could receive instruction prior to the fall placement, students and teachers 
alike at Lincoln Elementary would be better served. For this problem, the 
solution was simply to rearrange the timing of our course offerings. 

The Solutions: Changes in Program Offerings 
and Program Delivery 

To address Nora’s first concern, that she wanted students to be better 
prepared before they started the field component of the program at her school, 
ED 606: Literacy was offered in the summer. In the past, this course was part 
of the university students’ fall course schedules. Equally important to the tim- 
ing, of course, was the content. The study questions for the final exam, in 
which the class achieved a mean score of 88.45%, provide the leitmotif for 
the summer course’s focus and activities. Therefore, a listing of the essay 
exam questions and a brief discussion follows. 

The first two exam questions dealt with effective planning and delivery 
of instruction: a) Given any objective that you might see on your school’s 
course of study, how would you use the Language Experience Approach to 
meet this objective? b) Given any objective that you might see on your school’s 
course of study, how would you use the mini-lesson format demonstrated in 
this class to meet this objective? 

The mini-lesson format illustrates the key points of Vygotsky’s (1978) 
Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) by including shared readings, think 
alouds, and guided and independent practices. Students appear to embrace 
the simplicity of nine simple words I’ve found useful for explaining ZPD: I 
do it, we do it, you do it. 

The third question asked, “What are the ten ways teachers can make 
reading aloud magical?” Students were also required to tape themselves read- 
ing aloud a book of their choice to another person, preferably a child. They 
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were instructed to incorporate ten areas; eight of the ten areas are based on 
Lamme’s (1976) study of the factors that contribute to the quality of a read- 
ing performance. To reinforce the importance of activating prior knowledge 
and guiding students toward purposeful reading, I added two more factors 
to Lamme’s list: background and purpose. Students were also required to 
exchange their read-aloud tapes with another intern who then provided an 
evaluation using the ten-step criteria. 

The fourth question on the exam queried, “What are the three ways 
readers create meaning with text?” Based on the synthesis of research on 
comprehension compiled by Harp and Brewer (1996), this is a critical ques- 
tion that I highlight in every literacy class I instruct. The desirable response 
to this query involves a detailed explanation of methods for activating prior 
knowledge, teaching students to self-monitor, and allowing and encourag- 
ing students to respond, in a variety of ways, to text. 

The fifth exam item was an interrelated, three-part question: “What do you 
say to a child whose errors indicate s/he is not reading for meaning? Similarly, 
what do you say to the child whose errors indicate .s/he needs to pay closer 
attention to visual cues? Lastly, what is an example of an error a child makes 
to indicate s/he is not attending to stmctural cues?” This three-part question 
was offered in reference to a previous role-playing activity in which students 
practiced conducting guided reading sessions. Marie Clay (1993) served as the 
source for the three cues referred to in this question. Quite often, I admon- 
ish my students for relying on the ubiquitous “sound it out” prompt. Instead, 
we practice guiding students to inductively relate to onsets and rimes. 

To represent the sixth exam item, students were given a “paper child” to 
respond to, complete with data from a standardized test, running records, 
an informal reading inventory, and observational data. Since they were also 
required to complete a mini-case study for this class, they had prior experi- 
ence discerning a child’s strengths and weaknesses. Not yet reading special- 
ists, they were expected to make at least some attempt at listing recommen- 
dations for helping this child. 

Lastly, two questions that related to prominent literacy theorists, Brian 
Cambourne (see Brown & Camboume, 1987) and Ken Goodman (1989), 
were offered. Past observations have shown that students readily compre- 
hend these theories. Students have communicated that they are in agree- 
ment with these theories and have been able bridge the gap of understand- 
ing how these theories are implemented in the classroom. I start each quar- 
ter by examining such theorists and by positing my own theory, which I call 
“The Five Habits of Highly Effective Reading Teachers” (O’Connor, 1999). 

In response to the other problem raised by Nora, my Literacy II class 
was welcomed into Ms. Donnelly’s fourth-grade class at Lincoln to provide 
tutoring. The goal for the tutoring sessions was to facilitate two child-cen- 
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tered, child-directed types of activities: Reciprocal Teaching (Palinscar & 
Brown, 1985) and Book Talks (Raphael & McMahon, 1994). I chose to focus 
on these two strategies for two main reasons. First, I felt that both of these 
strategies would benefit the fourth graders and the preservice teachers by 
showing them the importance for becoming engaged before the reading act 
commences, during the reading act, and after reading. I previously instructed 
my preservice students that these are the three keys for facilitating compre- 
hension. Secondly, both of these strategies are consistent with the types of 
activities that theorists advocate for in a student-centered classroom. 

I also met with the Lincoln students to demonstrate the use of Camboume 
and Brown’s (1987) teaching strategy. Read and Retell. I explained to my 
students that providing the fourth graders with retelling practice would en- 
able them to more effectively summarize. Summarization is one of the four 
steps in Reciprocal Teaching (Palinscar & Brown, 1985). My university students 
met with Lincoln students on six different occasions. At the first meeting, they 
provided the students with a book mark that explicated the four steps. For the 
following sessions, the preservice teachers modeled the Reciprocal Teaching 
(RT) steps and conducted Book Talks. For the last two sessions, Ms. Donnelly 
grouped the fourth-graders into heterogeneous groups of four students. By 
the last session, the fourth graders assumed responsibility for conducting the 
Book Talks and RT sessions. Ms. Donnelly continued to utilize Read and Retell, 
Reciprocal Teaching, and Book Talks throughout the rest of the school year. 

A Fourth-Grader and Preservice Teachers Respond 

Evidence of how both the university students and the Lincoln students 
responded to this project is offered first in the form of a letter written by a 
fourth-grade student and then journal entries penned by university interns. 

Keisha wrote: 

When you brought your class to Ms. Donnelly ‘s class you helped me 
with my reading. You taught me a lot about reading. I always think 
reading is stupid but when you came in to teach us about reading I 
made a different grade in reading. I was the student of the month 
because I came up with my reading. I just want to say thank you. 
Love, Keisha 

University students maintained a reflective journal throughout the expe- 
rience and wrote about the urban setting and about literacy. One university 
student revealed: 

Urban children are often disruly [sic] and have below average academic 
skills. That was my preconception of urban children ... To my wel- 
come surprise, the students at Lincoln were well behaved, cleanly 
dressed in school uniforms, and eager to learn. 
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After our tutoring sessions, we would debrief and reflect on the suc- 
cesses and failures of both the university and elementary students. Another 
student wrote about one of these debriefing sessions in her journal: 

I got to thinking about our debriefing ... I thought that our questions 
and line of thought is [sic] pretty deep. I am glad that we are thinking 
about how what we are learning in class will apply to the real world. 
It seems that in class we hear all these ideal strategies and sometimes 
don’t stop to think about how this theory fits in realistically. 

At another debriefing session, students concluded that within the con- 
text of classrooms characterized by students with varying abilities, interests, 
and needs, the only truly effective way to teach literacy is to individualize 
instruction as much as humanly possible. I felt exhilarated because this real- 
ization was one they had. arrived, at. pn .their own; I had not yet addressed 
the notion of grouping and tracking issues in literacy classes. The lesson I 
learned was that while I can espouse the position of researchers and theo- 
rists that individualized instruction is necessary, showing them is much more 
valuable than telling them. Because of this experience, the preservice teach- 
ers discovered and unraveled some key issues regarding literacy. 

In terms of reading pedagogy, I discovered notations in students’ jour- 
nals where they discussed the fourth graders’ abilities to self-correct and “make 
sense” out of what they were reading. Some students also discussed the 
challenges of finding books to match students’ interests and helping saidents 
who normally just “couldn’t cut it” fit into the literacy community through their 
participation in Book Talks. This helped to validate that my saidenLs were truly 
concerned with learning to plan for instruction that engages all students. 

Ms. Short Welcomes Us 

During the fall of 2000, 1 instructed the group that was the first cohort to 
participate in a literacy methods class as part of their summer schedule. How- 
ever, rather than being offered at Lincoln Elementary as I had expected, I 
learned that I would be teaching Literacy II at another partner school. I en- 
listed the help of another fourth-grade teacher, whom I will call Ms. Short, to 
adopt another fourth-grade class. Ms. Short, a veteran teacher, conduaed informal 
assessments on a regular basis and was able to provide the preservice tutors 
with data regarding the fourth grade students. I purposefully withheld this 
information until the tutoring sessions were over. I divulged this information only 
after my students had reached their own conclusions about the fourth graders. 

This time, our efforts focused solely on teaching the steps of Reciprocal 
Teaching (RT) to the elementary students (Palinscar & Brown, 1985). The 
materials used were expository and narrative passages from the students’ 
textbooks. After working with the fourth-graders for four consecutive weeks. 
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we decided that the university students would write a progress report for Ms. 
Short. The only instructions I provided were to predict the reading level of the 
child and to comment on the progress made during the weeks of practicing 
RT, focusing on strengths and weaknesses. Excerpts from letters written to the 
fourth-grade teacher revealed, as was the case with the other university stu- 
dents who had tutored Ms. Donnelly’s class, that the preservice teachers were 
learning to think in a variety of ways about helping young readers. 

A sampling of parts of letters follows to demonstrate the understanding 
gained by the preservice teachers. For example, Don, a preservice teacher, 
wrote: 

Mike seems to read too quickly, causing him to not comprehend as 
much as he should. He does a very good job of self-correcting as he 
reads. Although he didn’t engage in reciprocal teaching at the last ses- 
sion, he does know and understand the steps of reciprocal teaching. 

Kelli and Jane, who worked as a dyad with Keisha, judged her ability to 
be average. They wrote of the surprise they encountered at the last session 
with Keisha: 

At first we didn’t feel she was understanding the process of reciprocal 
teaching. When it was her turn to teach us, she jumped right into ask- 
ing us to predict and then summarize. She even asked us if there was 
anything we didn’t understand. So after these few short weeks, we 
realized that she did actually learn reciprocal teaching. We would guess 
her reading level to be average because she read fluently and stmggled 
with big vocabulary words. 

Beth and Kandi, tutoring Deidre, were able to note improvements and 
comment on the affective benefits of the tutoring sessions. They wrote: 

Deidre seemed to naturally think about most of the reciprocal teaching 
steps. She was able to make these thoughts more cohesive and verbal- 
ize better. Her questioning improved. Since Deidre is so quiet, this 
program really helped her come out of her shell. She liked the idea of 
becoming the teacher. She tried to stump us with her questions. 

Cole explained the successes experienced while tutoring Mark: 

Mark did an absolutely wonderful job acquiring the four strategies to 
comprehend text. When it was Mark’s turn to play the role of teacher, 
he constantly told me to stop and summarize and asked me to predict 
each time there was a new heading. 

Chuck reported how he learned that motivation was an important factor 
in helping a child enjoy a successful reading experience: 

While reading the assigned text, Marshall sometimes seemed to slightly 
stmggle picking out the important information. Today, we finished the 
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assigned text early and he showed me his book about sharks. Amaz- 
ing! He had already read about most shark species and retained prac- 
tically everything. When he reads what he is interested in, he is sharp 
as a tack! 

Marty wrote about the importance of prior knowledge as he explained 
his discoveries about Jennifer: 

Her greatest strength would probably be the way she brings in and 
relates her world to the text. She would almost relate until the point 
was exhausted. She sometimes changes words as she reads but they 
usually make sense. When it did not make sense, she was an excellent 
self-corrector. She is a very good reader and would probably need to 
be challenged more while reading. 

As was the case with my students reflections regarding their tutorial 
experiences in Ms. Donnelly’s fourth grade class, I was pleased with how the 
preservice teachers were able to comment on the fourth graders’ reading 
progress. 

Conclusions: We’ve Only Just Begun 

At the outset, the two main goals of this partnership venture were to 
positively impact student achievement and to improve the preparation of 
my preservice teachers. These two goals represent the symbiosis for which 
we were striving. 

The results of the state-mandated standardized tests taken by the fourth 
grade students are unknown as of this writing. However, if the preservice 
teachers had not intervened, the students would not have been exposed to 
new strategies for reading. A study involving a more in-depth investigation 
is needed. Allowing for a longer duration of tutorial sessions and monitoring 
student achievement so that pretest and posttest gains could be compared. 

As an instructor of literacy methods in higher education, I am always 
seeking the answer to the question that relates to the second goal: How well 
am I preparing my preservice teachers to teach reading and writing? For now, 
I can only point to the preservice teachers’ responses for evidence that they 
benefited from participating in the tutorial sessions. But with my guiding 
question in mind, I plan to correspond with the preservice teachers who 
worked with Ms. Short’s fourth graders. My intentions are to follow these 
preservice teachers into their first year of teaching, designing a qualitative 
study that will help me glean data that will improve my teaching and future 
field-based, tutorial experiences. For example, I plan to examine their re- 
flections as first-year teachers and try to determine if any connections have 
been made as a result of their participation in the tutorial experience. 
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As I reflect on tlie lessons learned from this experience, I believe progress 
has been made since Nora voiced her plea for help. The symbiotic relation- 
ships with Nora, Lincoln Elementary, and Ms. Short continue to evolve. Re- 
cently, Lincoln became one of three schools to serve as a site for an Urban 
Literacy Institute, a heavily financed project headed by my university. In 
coordination with university faculty and a project director, the goal of the Urban 
Literacy Institute is for teachers to explore and determine ways that urban 
children can improve their reading skills. Ms. Short, on the other hand, has 
become a more active participant in our partnership efforts and intends to 
become a participant at the Institute for Educational Inquiry, a sign of her com- 
mitment to improving school-university partnerships. Without the benefits of 
forging such relationships with principals like Nora, teachers like Ms. Donnelly 
and Ms. Short, and the children in the fourth grade classrooms, I truly believe 
I would be a less informed and less capable instructor of literacy methods. 

We have to think of developing school-university partnerships as evolu- 
tionary entities whose evolution “can best be visualized as a series of over- 
lapping events rather than a linear path,” (Clark & Smith, 1999, p. 200) com- 
prised of five stages. The first stage, aptly named “Getting Organized,” de- 
scribes a partnership that is just beginning to describe its mission and re- 
sponsibilities. At the other end, “Mature Partnerships” can boast of a theme 
of “productivity, resulting in high achievement and pride in successes ’ (Clark 
& Smith, p. 201). I perceive that the examples presented in this paper de- 
scribe a partnership that is somewhere in the middle. In comparing our 
partnerships to Clark and Smith s stages, I believe we are at a point where all 
partners are concerned with the same goals. Over the last year, we have held 
several planning sessions, brainstorming a variety of ways to document that 
our partner schools are enjoying higher rates of success as a result of our 
preservice teachers’ involvement in their schools. It would be extremely grati- 
fying if, in the next few years, we could produce data that show higher K - 
12 student achievement and accolades for our teacher education products. 

In closing, this example of partners working together to improve literacy 
instmction is a prime example of simultaneous renewal (Goodlad, 1999). 
Indeed, I feel renewed from working with fourth grade children and from 
listening to the voices of my own university students as they learned about 
teaching literacy. While it hasn't been a perfect symbiosis, I do believe that 
strides have been made toward achieving higher smdent achievement and 
better prepared preseivice teachers. While this symbiotic relationship is best 
described as dawning, I believe that we are on the verge of a new day where 
we can boast of success for all. 
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Abstract 

This study examined the effects of Making and Writing Words, a varia- 
tion of Cunningham and Cunningham’s Making Words word study activity, 
on second grade students’ word learning. Making and Writing Words (MWW) 
was implemented daily with a group of second grade students over a ten week 
period. Results indicated that students who received the MWW treatment made 
significant gains in decoding ability over a similar group of students receiv- 
ing a more traditional phonics program. 



R ecent large scale reviews of research related to essential components of 
effective literacy instruction (Snow, Bums, & Griffin, 1998; National Read- 
ing Panel, 2000) have identified phonics or word decoding as one of those 
key components. According to these studies, research has demonstrated that 
phonics or decoding instmction leads to success acquisition of literacy in 
students. Snow, Bums, and Griffin (1998) specifically identified Making Words 
as one instmctional method in phonics and decoding that held great prom- 
ise for student learning. 

Making Words is an innovative word study and word play activity de- 
veloped by Pat and Jim Cunningham (1992) in which students make (or spell) 
a series of words from a list of letters supplied by the instructor. Rather than 
allowing the students to work on their own in brainstorming and making 
words from the given list of letters, the teacher guides students in making 
words using structural, semantic, syntactic, and other clues in the process. 
Beginning with short words students work their way to longer words until 
the last word is one that uses the entire list of given letters. Using this 
constructivist and scaffolded word-building activity, students learn about struc- 
tural and other characteristics of words so that word recognition improves. 
An alternative method for Making Words was developed by the second 
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author and described in an article entitled Making and Writing Words (Rasinski, 
1999). In Making and Writing Words (MWW), students use a blank form to 
write words instead of manipulating letter cards or tiles to make words. In 
all other respects the activity is essentially the same as Cunningham and 
Cunningham’s Making Words. For students who have some degree of flu- 
ency in writing, the Making and Writing Words provides an attractive alter- 
native to or variation of the original activity for teachers. 

Making Words is an important part of the word-study portion of a 
multimethod, multilevel reading instruction program for elementary students 
that has come to be called the Four Blocks (Cunningham, Hall, & Defee, 
1991; 1998). Research on the Four Blocks curriculum framework has dem- 
oristrated significant improvementskin. students’ acquisition of literacy in the 
primary grades (Curiningham;; Hall,- & Defee, 1991; 1998). 

The' efficacy of the- geriCTSlTFour Blocks framework has been demon- 
strated in a variety of ways. Moreover, in their review of phonics instruction 
programs, Stahl, Duffy-Hester, and Stahl (1998) categorize Making Words as 
a spelling-based contemporary phonics approach and claim that it seems to 
be effective as part of an overall approach to teaching reading (p. 347). Nev- 
ertheless, they note that the effects of individual elements and methods of 
the Four Blocks, including Making Words, have not been empirically dem- 
onstrated. Moreover, we know of no study that has compared Making Words 
with other approaches to the teaching of phonics and decoding. The present 
study, then, was an attempt to determine the effects of the Making and Writ- 
ing Words variant in second grade students’ development of word knowl- 
edge. The following research question was used to guide this present study: 
What are the effects of the Making and Writing Words method of de- 
coding instruction on second grade students’ decoding performance? 



Procedures and Results 

Ruth Oswald, the first author, was a second grade teacher in the Orrville, 
Ohio Public Schools at the time of this study, and interested in innovative 
applications of instructional methodologies. After having read Rasinski’s (1999) 
article on Making and Writing Words in the fall, 1999, she contacted him in 
December, 1999 about the possibility of trying it out in her own classroom 
over a restricted period of time in order to determine the effects of the appli- 
cation on her students’ word learning. Oswald and Rasinski agreed to col- 
laborate on the study. 

Oswald conducted the Making and Writing Words instmction daily in 
her classroom for ten weeks from January through March, 2000. Approxi- 
mately 15 to 20 minutes per day were spent on the activity. The MWW les- 
son cycle took three days to implement. Typically, the first day consisted of 
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the teacher using the overhead projection to guide the students through the 
process of writing a set of words from a given set of letters. The children 
followed the example of the teacher as she either pronounced the words or 
gave clues, and they wrote the words in the appropriate boxes on their MWW 
form. Then, using scissors, they cut out each boxed word on the sheet in 
order to make individual word cards. Since they would be working with these 
same words for two more days, they stored the words in envelopes. 

On the second day of the instructional routine students removed the 
words from their envelopes and sorted them into categories based on prompts 
from the teacher. The categories focused students’ attention on various struc- 
tural and semantic properties of the words. On the third day, students chose 
three words from their envelopes and wrote sentences containing these words. 
This three-day format was repeated throughout the ten-week study on a 
continuous cycle. In other words, if the third day happened to be on Wednes- 
day, a new lesson cycle began on Thursday and ended the following Mon- 
day. 

The Making and Writing Words instruction did not replace the spelling 
program that had been used in the district for some time. Oswald continued 
to teach spelling but during a different time period. However, the MWW in- 
struction did replace the basal approach to phonics instruction that she had 
used prior to this study. 

Meanwhile, a comparison group of students made up of second grade 
students in the same school received traditional, basal reading instruction as 
well as the traditional spelling program. In addition, a commercially avail- 
able analytic phonics program was followed in this classroom in which words 
were analyzed to learn phonic rules and generalizations. Direct instruction 
in words and phonic generalizations was followed by students completing 
workbook pages that were part of the program. This approach to phonics 
instruction had been widely used in the district for several years, and the 
comparison group teacher made no changes to this approach to reading 
instruction. 

A MWW lesson begins with the identification of vowels and consonants 
to be used in the lesson. In the empty boxes underneath, students will write 
words made from the letter set. The teacher pronounces or gives clues to 
the words that the students write in the boxes. The final word, written in 
box 15, is always the challenge word that is made up of all the letters in the 
lesson. Students are given no clues at first. Figure 1 is a child’s written re- 
sponse to a typical lesson. 

After all the words have been written, the teacher guides the students to 
apply what they learned to a transfer portion of the lesson, where they dis- 
cover new words that follow or are based on some of the same patterns or 
principles used in the first fifteen. These transfer words can use the full range 
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Figure 1. A second grade student’s response 
to a Making and Writing Words lesson 
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of letters and sounds found in English. In the case of the example in Figure 
1, the teacher asked the students to try to write the word, tmst, in box T-1, 
then talk about the information they used from part one to figure out the 
correct spelling. Similarly, start 2 nd quarrel were written by the students based 
on the patterns they had explored in the initial part of the lesson. 

For word sorting, which occurred on the second day of the instructional 
routine, students organized their word cards into categories provided by the 
teacher. Here are some of the sorts the teacher posed for the sample in Fig- 
ure 1: 

• Sort 1; Words that belong to the family and words that don't 

• Sort 2; Words that contain the qu blend and words that don’t 

• Sort 3: Words that are nouns, words that are verbs and other words 

• Sort 4; Words that have words within them and words that don’t 
On the third day, students are allowed to choose three words from their 

bank of word cards and write a sentence for each word. This makes the 
lesson multilevel as students can choose words that fit their level of compe- 
tence, comfort, and background. By stipulating types of sentences to be con- 
structed, another goal of language arts instruction was achieved. 

To plan each MWW lesson, the instructor began with the final, challenge 

BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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word. This choice was based on its number and type of vowels and conso- 
nants, letter-sound patterns, students’ interests, and curriculum tie-ins. The 
challenge word in Figure 1, quarters, for example, was chosen to draw stu- 
dents’ attention to the qu letter-sound pattern; additionally, the class was 
learning about coins in math. Once the challenge word was chosen, a list of 
shorter words, made up of letters from the challenge word, was generated 
by the teacher. The words for the lesson were selected from this list in order 
to include words that could be sorted into targeted patterns and to empha- 
size short words and longer words in order to make the lesson multilevel. 
Words were also chosen to draw attention to those words that could be made 
with the same letters in different places within the word in order to remind 
children that when spelling words, the order of the letters is crucial. Finally, 
words that were part of the students’ listening vocabularies were also se- 
lected for inclusion in the MWWlfessph. ' 

Given the immediacy of developing and implementing such a study as 
well as the pilot nature of the study, a limited number of students (nine) 
were selected from Oswald’s class as focal students for the .study. Based upon 
her observations and knowledge of the students over the first four months 
of the school year and the previous school record, three students were iden- 
tified by Oswald, as high achieving readers, three as average readers, and 
three as struggling readers. A veteran, partner teacher, also at the second 
grade level at the same school, agreed to serve as the control or comparison 
classroom. Students were generally assigned at the beginning of the school 
year to one of the two teachers on a random basis. Nine students were iden- 
tified from this control classroom using the same criteria as that mentioned 
previously. It should be recognized that, although limiting the number of 
participants in the study to nine aided the researchers in administering pre 
and post-test measures in a timely fashion, it is a significant limitation to the 
interpretation and generalizability of the results. 

The nine focal students from each classroom were pretested and 
posttested on two measures of word recognition — ^the Names Test — Revised 
(Cunningham, 1990; Duffelmeyer, 1994) and word lists from the Slosson Oral 
Reading Test (1990). The Names Test is a word recognition test of 70 words 
that represent some of the most common phonics elements taught in elemen- 
tary schools. The Slosson Oral Reading Test consists of a set of graded word 
lists, each 20 words in length. On the Slosson Test, smdents were asked to 
read word lists that generally corresponded to their general reading ability. 
All focal students read, or attempted to read, all the words on the Names 
Test. Pretest and posttest performances are summarized on Tables 1 and 2. 
Given the small number of students in the sample, we did not feel that sta- 
tistical tests of significance were appropriate. However, a quick perusal of 
the gains made by students in word recognition demonstrates a significant 
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Table 1. Gains Scores on Names Test* 





N 


Mean Pretest 


Mean Posttest 


Mean Gain 


Experimental 


9 


36.9 


53.0 


16.1 


Control 


8 


35.1 


39.0 


3.9 


Experimental 


High Achievers 


3 


54.3 


61.3 


7.0 


Control 

High Achievers 


2 


60.5 


65.0 


4.5 


Experimental 


Average Achievers 3 


34.7 


56.7 


22.0 


Control 

Average Achievers.3 ■ 


34.3 


34.0. 


-.3. 


Experimental 
Low Achievers 


3 


21.7 


41.0 


19.3 


Control 

Low Achievers 


3 


19.0 


26.7 


7.7 



* Total number of items (words) on the Names test is 70. 



Table 2. Gains Scores on Slosson Oral Reading Test* 





N 


Lsts Read 
(Grade Level) 


Mean Gain 
PER Word Lst 


Experimental 


9 




3.8 


Control 


8 




1.3 


Experimental 
High Achievers 


3 


3, 4, 5 


3.9 


Control 

High Achievers 


2 


3, 4,5 


1.3 


Experimental 
Average Achievers 


3 


2, 3, 4 


3.8 


Control 

Average Achievers 


3 


2, 3,4 


- .1 


Experimental 
Low Achievers 


3 


2,3 


3.7 


Control 

Low Achievers 


3 


2,3 


1.7 



* Each word list per grade level contains 20 words. 
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(not statistically tested) and substantive advantage for the students receiving 
the Making and Writing Words instruction. Moreover, the greatest gains were 
made by those students who were identified average or below average read- 
ers — the very students who are in most need of effective instmction. 

All students in both classrooms were also pretested and posttested on the 
Test of Written Spelling (Larsen & Hammill, 1994). No substantive differences 
between the MWW classroom and the control classroom in spelling were 
detected over the course of the study. 

The teacher in the role of researcher in this study observed many ben- 
efits for her learners as a result of the MWW instruaion. The activity was 
hands-on, engaging, and everyone was actively involved in the process of 
making and writing words. The children transferred information from the 
lessons to other activities throughout the day. Some students saw little words 
in big words. During spelling tests, children often blurted out words they 
saw in given spelling words. One child transferred the meaning of “vain” 
from a MWW discussion to describe a character in a story being read aloud 
by the teacher. 

The following excerpts typify the kind of talk that went on in a MWW 
discussion: 

Student 1: “toe” — “When two vowels go walking, the first one does 
the talking.” 

Student 2: “toe” — “If you spell it t-o-w, it means to pull something.” 
Student 3: “ore” — “If it’s a boat oar you spell it o-u-r...no...o-a-r.” 
(Fieldnotes, 2/21/00). 

With each lesson the children not only gained added exposure to words, 
but they also analyzed the words from different perspectives. This exposure 
led to greater control over and knowledge about how words are constructed 
and what they mean. The more the MWW strategy was used, the more ea- 
ger the children became to invent the words before clues were offered. Very 
soon the more advanced readers were successful at guessing the “challenge” 
words. 



Discussion 

We need to prelude the discussion by again noting the limitations of this 
particular research. The sample sizes were very small and the experimental 
treatment was implemented by one of the co-researchers. Certainly, the 
manifestation of the Hawthorne effect was possible in this study. Neverthe- 
less, the students were nearly of the same achievement at the beginning of 
the study and both groups of students were receiving word recognition in- 
struction of some type during the course of the study for approximately the 
same amount of time. Moreover, the implementation of the Making and Writing 
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Words method is rather straightforward. The fact that the study was conducted 
in regular classrooms under normal classroom conditions adds to the face 
validity of the method and study. 

The improvement in word recognition on the part of experimental treat- 
ment students was quite striking and remarkable. In only ten weeks of treat- 
ment, the students in the Making and Writing Words classroom made four 
times the gain in word recognition on the Names Test than the students in 
the comparison classroom and the gain for students who were identified as 
average and low achievers was even more pronounced. On the Slosson Oral 
Reading Test, the experimental group- had nearly three times the gain over 
the control group, with students at all three achievement levels more than 
doubling the gain scores of the control group. Students who were in the 
Making and Writing activities treatment group substantially accelerated their 
word recognition learning-over the^control group. 

This study provides some initial empirical evidence that Making and 
Writing Words, and the method upon which it is based — Making Words, do 
appear to have potential as a powerful- decoding instruction activity for el- 
ementary grade students, especially for those students in most need of addi- 
tional instructional assistance. Anecdotal reports from teachers across the 
country have indicated that Making Words and Making and Writing Words 
are powerful instructional activities for developing skill and mastery in word 
recognition. This study tends to support those reports. 

Clearly more studies are required at different grade levels, with greater 
numbers of students at various achievement levels, by various teachers, us- 
ing Making Words as well as Making and Writing Words, over different pe- 
riods of time. In addition, more research needs to examine why the inter- 
vention had no comparatively positive effect on students’ spelling achieve- 
ment. Perhaps the length of the intervention was not sufficient to allow stu- 
dents to gain the more in-depth word learning that is required in spelling. 
Nevertheless, this study adds positively to the anecdotal reports that describe 
Making and Writing Words as effective instmction for decoding and word 
recognition. 

In addition to the report on student learning, Making and Writing Words 
is fairly simple to implement and appears to be well liked by students. The 
teacher in this study soon realized the benefits of her smdents writing the 
words rather than managing all the individual letters. More time could be 
spent on word smdy. Within one instructional fonnat. there are many possi- 
bilities for discovering how our alphabetic system works, the most common 
spelling patterns and predictable variations. These students immediately 
became involved in the activity and were very enthusiastic. 

As these children became more aware of how words are made, making 
and writing words empowered them. They soon wanted to invent their own 
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words and sort categories during instruction. The levels of literacy achieve- 
ment seemed to disappear as all the children participated in the activity and 
felt successful. The students at a lower reading level learned common letter 
patterns and their sounds; the more difficult words challenged students at 
higher literacy levels. 

In summary, this study suggests that Making and Writing Words can lead 
to some extraordinary gains in student word recognition development if used 
in a regular and sustained manner in the classroom. If word recognition is a 
goal of the reading program, Making and Writing words may be one effec- 
tive instructional tool that is at teachers’ disposal for improving student lit- 
eracy learning. 
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Abstract 

This study explores the evolving viewpoints of public school mentor (co- 
operating) teachers in a professional development center. This inquiry focused 
on the perceptions of mentors in founding” centers and “new” centers con- 
cerning the “status” of the collaborative partnership, and their role(s) in the 
professional development center Specific areas examined included public 
school mentors’ perceptions of the goals of the collaborative, their roles, sup- 
port needed and received, benefits, and difficulties/problems. 



R esearch has indicated that smdents in literacy methods courses empha- 
sizing university-based requirements often have difficulty utilizing the 
“mastered” knowledge when planning and implementing instruction in their 
own classrooms (Alvermann, Dillon, & O’Brien, 1990; Wendler. Samuels, & 
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Moore, 1989). Therefore, the call for improved preservice teacher education 
for reading educators has focused attention on programs that intertwine public 
school and university experiences. 

Professional development schools attempt to merge colleges and uni- 
versities with public elementary and secondary schools. The goal of this field- 
based movement is the creation of a new collaborative institution that com- 
bines the best current theory and research with the most effective practice in 
a public school setting (Dixson & Ishler, 1992). Goodlad (1991) identified 
the use of clinical or “teaching” schools which incorporated university and 
public school collaboration to enhance the learning of school children and 
pre-service teachers as a critical component for the redesign of teacher edu- 
cation. The challenge has been issued to focus attention on public schools 
and universities as they form partnerships (Holmes Group, 1990) in order 
“to bring practicing teachers and administrators together with university fac- 
ulty in partnerships that improve teaching and learning on the part of their 
respective students” (Holmes Group, 1984, p. 56). 

In 1984, Goodlad issued a call to form university/public school partner- 
ships and research the process by stating: “In short, the joining of school 
(and school district) and universities in commonly purposive and mutually 
beneficial linkages is a virtually untried and therefore, unstudied phenom- 
enon” (p. 12). While the literature on school reform lacks extensive exami- 
nation of teacher education programs that involve university and public school 
collaboration (Scharer, Freeman, Lehman, & Allen, 1993; Shapiro, 1994), there 
is evidence that partnerships in professional development schools do not 
often provide equal voice and responsibility for all participants (Dixson & 
Ishler, 1992; Roemer, 1991; Sarason, 1982). However, the learning environ- 
ment for preservice teachers can be enhanced when the views of all part- 
ners are solicited — and valued (Darling-Hammond, 1995; Foote, Walker, & 
Zeek, 1997; Lieberman, 2000). 

Therefore, it is crucial for literacy researchers to examine partnerships 
between universities and public schools and explore the viewpoints of the 
public school teachers. In this paper, the authors share the results of an ex- 
ploration of the viewpoints of two groups of public school mentor (cooper- 
ating) teachers in a professional development center. One group involved 
mentors from the public schools whose faculty and administrators were the 
initial collaborators in the university/public school partnership that designed 
and implemented the professional development center. These “initial/founding 
centers” began implementation of the program during the fall of 1992 and 
spring of 1993. In contrast, the “new centers” joined the partnership in the 
fall of 1996 and spring of 1997. 

The program was designed so that students’ work in the schools spanned 
an entire academic year at the end of their undergraduate program. Each 
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week the first semester pre-service teachers (interns) spent two days in the 
public school and one day in an integrated seminar. The second semester, 
prospective teachers (residents) were in the public school five days per week 
with the exception of nine day-long integrated seminars interspersed through- 
out the semester. 

In addition, all preservice elementary teachers were required to take a 
minimum of three reading/literacy courses in their professional sequence. 
Customarily, approximately 50% of the students chose reading as an area of 
emphasis within their program. These students were required to take six 
reading/literacy courses. Therefore, the university reading faculty and the 
public school mentors saw the formation of the professional development 
center as a unique opportunity to interweave literacy theory and practice. 
During the initial planning and implementation of the professional develop- 
ment center the public school and university partners decided that the ma- 
jority of reading coursework would be field based. Preservice teachers whose 
emphasis was reading would take four of their six reading courses during 
the year they were in the professional development center. If the preservice 
teachers’ area of emphasis was another content area such as math, social 
studies, etc., they would take two of their three reading courses within the 
context of the professional development center. Therefore, public school 
mentors and university faculty collaboratively designed integrated seminars 
that intertwined literacy theory and strategies with the various content areas 
such as math, science and social studies. 

The focus of this inquiry was to examine and compare the perceptions 
of mentors in “initial/founding” centers and the new centers concerning 
the collaborative partnership and their role(s) in the professional develop- 
ment center. Specific areas examined included mentors’ perceptions of the 
goals of the collaborative; their own roles; support they needed and received; 
benefits; and difficulties/problems. 



Method 

Participants 

The research was conducted within a professional development school 
partnership at a southwestern state university. The partnership strives to fol- 
low a model of organic collaboration in which university and public school 
partners mutually redefine their roles and responsibilities. Data for this study 
were collected from mentors in two of the initial/founding centers and two 
of the new centers during the fall of 1998 and spring of 1999- The two initial/ 
founding centers were involved in the grant writing and year-long planning 
process. Both initial/founding centers and new centers were comprised of 
one suburban district and one mral district. 
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Program implementation for the initial/founding districts occurred in 
fall 1992 in the urban district with 11 interns, 22 mentors, and 1 liaison (uni- 
versity faculty member) on 3 campuses. The mral district in that center con- 
tinued the planning process and was involved in program development 
throughout fall 1992 and spring 1993. Their program implementation occurred 
in fall 1993 with 9 preservice teachers assuming intern placements with 18 
mentors and 1 liaison on 2 campuses. The new center began in the fall of 
1996 in the mral district with 16 interns on 5 campuses with 30 mentors and 
2 liaisons. The new center added a suburban district in the spring of 1997 
with 21 interns on 4 campuses with 25 mentors and 4 liaisons. 

Data Stmrces andAnafysis 

Data sources included an open-ended questionnaire (Appendix A) and 
a guided conversational interview (Appendix B). The open-ended question- 
naires were administered to thirty-four mentor teachers from initial/found- 
ing centers and twenty-eight from new centers. Responses from the ques- 
tionnaires were analyzed by the researchers with qualitative approaches that 
employed the constant comparative method of descriptive analysis (Glaser 
& Strauss, 1967; Strauss & Corbin, 1990). Overarching themes were identi- 
fied and modified as the analysis proceeded (Bogdan & Biklen, 1992). As 
these themes emerged from the data, three members of the research team 
compared the themes and through discussion and joint recursive analysis 
reached consensus regarding themes (Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Glaser, 1992). 

The researchers extended invitations to all of the mentors in the four 
districts to participate in the interviews within the context of focus groups. 
Fourteen mentorsAey informants from initial/founding centers and eighteen 
from new centers volunteered to participate in the interviews. The interviews 
were recorded and transcribed. 

Three of the researchers utilized the constant comparative method of 
descriptive analysis (Glaser & Strauss, 1967) to analyze the interview tran- 
scripts and the questionnaires in order to determine categories of responses 
within the broad themes. The concurrent analysis of the data sets in order to 
generate coding categories was guided by the questions derived from the 
themes that emerged from the initial questionnaires (Bodgan & Biklen, 1992). 
As the categories emerged from the data, domains, which were consistent 
across data sources, were examined, verified and corroborated by the re- 
search team across multiple data sources until consensus was reached con- 
cerning themes and categories. 

Findings 

Six major themes emerged from the data analysis. The reporting of re- 
sults will define the themes by sharing the categories that emeiged within 
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each theme. Representative examples and quotes gleaned from the data are 
also included within each theme. 



Results/Discussion 

Theme #1: Mentor’s View of Major Goals 

of the Professional Development Center 

Mentors in both the initial/founding and new centers noted improve- 
ment of preservice teacher education, professional development of inservice 
teachers, collaboration between the university and public school and op- 
portunities for “hands-on” learning in the real world as major goals. How- 
ever, differences emerged within the categories between the initial/found- 
ing centers and the new centers. While both referred to professional devel- 
opment of inservice teachers in the context of staff development opportuni- 
ties, mentors in the initial/founding centers expanded the concept of profes- 
sional development by writing statements such as, “The interns and residents 
bring new ideas to the mentor’s classroom,” and “Working with interns, resi- 
dents, and the university keeps veterans abreast of current developments in 
education.” Both initial/founding and new centers cited goals of positively 
impacting preservice teacher education and enhancing professional devel- 
opment of inservice teachers; however, only the initial/founding centers noted 
the overall improvement of the quality of teaching — referring to both 
preservice and inseivnce teachers. 

While responses from mentors in the new centers were limited to the 
above four categories, initial/founding centers noted additional goals. Men- 
tors from the initial/founding centers expressed the view that reducing attri- 
tion was valued. Comments included: “The major goal is to train preseivhce 
teachers in such a manner that they will stay in the profession — and be suc- 
cessful,” and “^s program prepares teachers so they won’t experience burn- 
out -and at the same time provides mentor burn-out insurance!” Tlie impact 
of working in teams was also evident in the initial/founding centers as men- 
tors referred to guiding and developing new teachers by developing strong 
mentoring relationships as a goal. 

Theme *2: Mentor’s View of own Role and 

How Role Impacts/Influences/Supports the Program 

Once again, categories emerged that were consistent in both the initial/ 
founding and new centers. These categories reflected a focus on the intern/ 
resident. For example, mentors discussed their roles in supporting and facili- 
tating the interns and residents, engaging in formative and summative evalu- 
ation, modeling the role of an effective teacher and providing “real world 
experiences.” A mentor in an initial/founding center stated, “I can’t ‘teach’ 
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someone the individual complexities of children in my classroom, but I can 
model and provide feedback to her [the intern] as she learns to think on her 
feet." Comments from new centers continued this focus as mentors stated, “I 
act as a role model for my resident by giving her a first hand look at all the 
duties and responsibilities a teacher has,” and “I evaluate and offer 
feedback ... I am willing to provide constmctive feedback and guidance in 
relation to teaching.” Three additional categories were present in the com- 
ments of mentors at the new centers: sharing resources, making suggestions 
for teaching a concept, and helping the intern/resident experience success. 
These categories maintained an emphasis on the intem/resident. 

Within the overall theme, the focus seemed broader in categories that 
were unique to the initial/founding centers. These included teaming (with 
the university, other mentors and intem/resident), communicating, maintaining 
a positive attitude, sharing all aspects of the classroom, and allowing experi- 
mentation/ innovation. One mentor noted it was her responsibility to be an 
“active team member — ^with the entire team — my intern, my liaison, the other 
mentor” and “share in the decision making.” Another mentor stated: 

“It’s my role to be pan of the solution. When we staned, I would ask 
’what should I do about this?’ and my liaison would say ’What do you 
think you should do?’ I finally realized my role as a team member in- 
volved collaborative problem solving — not just waiting for someone 
else to provide an answer!” 

Another mentor noted, “It’s more that just letting her do what I know 
will work, I have to let her try new ways . . . and that means sharing my 
kids.” 

Theme #3.' Mentor’s View of Ways Others Have Provided 
Help/Support for Mentoring Role 

There was no overlap of categories between the views of mentors in 
the initial/founding and new centers regarding this theme. The majority of 
the concepts from the new centers seemed to refer to aspects of the univer- 
sity liaison providing information (letting me know what is going on, receiv- 
ing packets and handouts from university, mentor orientation from the uni- 
versity, liaison meeting each month). Comments included “When I have 
questions, 1 can get in touch with my liaison” and “The monthly meetings 
help a lot — thev let me know what is going on.” Mentors from new centers 
also noted some interactive aspects of assistance such as suppon from oth- 
ers on their team and sharing ideas and duties with intern/ resident. 

However, all of the categories from the initial/founding centers alluded 
to interactive activities (e.g., team teaching opportunities, shared decision 
making, bond between public school and university, flexible/supportive li- 
aison supportive administrators, and new ideas from intems/residents). Com- 
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ments from mentors in the initial/founding centers reflected a collaborative 
nature. For example, one mentor noted, “The interns and residents seem 
eager to help in any way possible... the university liaisons are 
available . . . Other mentors offer ideas.” Others said, “The liaison 
discusses . . . and helps teachers with every aspect of learning” and “Our 
interns and residents bring so much from the university to help our 
teaching ... I can also see the bond being made between the public school 
and university.” 

Theme #4.* Mentor's View of Help/Assistance/Support 
Needed from Others for Mentoring Role 

Diverse views also emerged from this theme. The categories that were 
unique to the new centers addressed the availability of the liaison, commu- 
nication/information on expectations and goals, and the provision of a day 
off. The liaison’s responsibilities included weekly visits. However, through- 
out the evolution of the professional development center, new centers often 
encountered needs that required more frequent interactions. The “day off’ 
referred to a “perk” that mentors had obtained in all of the initial/founding 
districts through negotiation with administrators. If the building administra- 
tor, mentor and resident were in agreement concerning the day and the 
resident’s ability to assume instructional responsibilities for the classroom — 
and if the resident’s other mentor agreed to assume responsibility for the 
resident that day, the mentor teacher could take a “personal” day. The men- 
tor would not be required to pay for a substitute or be required to use any 
professional or personal leave time. Even though the university did not have 
any input in this policy, mentors in new centers often assumed this was 
university policy rather than a district decision. 

In contrast, the responses of the initial/founding centers emphasized 
several areas. The categories were: no additional assistance/support needed, 
better communication, uniform university assignments for interns/ residents, 
seminars relate more to classroom experience, provide more information 
about seminar topics, find other ways to obtain substitutes, and get paperwork 
straight. Initially, it appeared that communication was a consistent category 
in both initial/founding centers and new centers; however, the emphasis 
seemed to be different. Many comments addressing communication from the 
initial/founding centers focused on issues dealing with the seminar schedule 
and instruction. For example, mentors commented: “Provide more informa- 
tion about seminar topics so I will be able to extend the info in my classroom,” 
“Let us know the time line for seminars before the semester starts — this helps 
everyone get the most out of the semester” and “Provide a list of literacy 
strategies that are being implemented so we can model them.” Their comments 
supported the interdependent concept of partnership by alluding to the belief 
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that the experiences in their public school classrooms should extend and 
support the instruction preservice teachers were receiving in seminar. How- 
ever, mentors in new centers tended to have a different communication fo- 
cus with comments such as “Keep us posted on expectation and goals,” and 
“Let me know what I am supposed to be doing.” 

Interestingly, some of the comments in the initial/founding centers re- 
ferred to situations that were an evolution of practices and procedures based 
on mentor feedback. For example, as the years progressed, revision of forms 
occurred in order to lessen the paperwork. As a result, experienced mentors 
sometimes pulled a form from their files, completed it and found that it was 
no longer in use. During the initial implementation of the program, interns 
received weekly specific, uniform assignments (i.e. “implement a K-W-L during 
the next week in your classroom”). Mentor feedback indicated that this practice 
did not mesh with the “ebb and flow” of individual classrooms. Consequently, 
this practice had evolved to generic assignments that allowed for the diver- 
sity of the content and schedules of the various classrooms (i.e. during the 
semester document implementation of literacy strategies). In addition, dur- 
ing the initial implementation of the program mentor training sessions were 
provided via grant funds. In order to facilitate mentors’ attendance, adminis- 
trators were encouraged to utilize interns and residents as “subs” for men- 
tors when they attended staff development. This was in accordance with 
House Bill 339, an act relating to the legal status, authority, and responsibil- 
ity of a student teacher that was enacted by the Texas Legislature (Section 1, 
Subchapter Z, Chapter 13 Texas Education code, as amended by adding 
Section 13.906) that established a policy stating that a student teacher “may 
not be required to serve as a substitute teacher.” However, the code elabo- 
rated that if the student teacher assumed responsibility for the class when 
the teacher was engaged in “an approved activity relating to student teach- 
ing” this was not considered to be substitute teaching. In some instances, 
however, administrators in the initial/founding centers had “stretched” this 
policy to extend to other situations. 

Theme # 5 ; Mentor's View of Major Benefits 
Resulting from Program Participation 

Both new and initial/founding centers viewed access to new ideas/ new 
research, lower student-teacher ratios and learning from each other as major 
benefits. Comments included: 

“More educators in the room to help children. They bring new ideas 
into the class.” (initial/founding center) 

“My students now have two teachers or more. They can experience more 
one-on-one help. And, interns and residents continuously bring new 
ideas into the classroom.” (initial/founding center) 
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“Elementary classrcx)ms that have the benefit of preservice teachers have 
the teacher student ratio cut drastically. They are also on the cutting 
edge of new strategy implementation because of the desire of the 
preservice teacher to practice what they are learning in seminars in a 
real classroom.” (initial/founding center) 

“Having an extra ‘pair of hands’ in the classroom makes a big differ- 
ence. I am able to reach more children.” (new center) 

“I am learning new ideas from my intern; she has used reading strate- 
gies I didn’t know.” (new center) 

Although teaming was a category in all centers, the new centers empha- 
sized the concept of teaming with intems/residents. The initial/founding 
centers had an expanded view that included not only the intems/residents but 
also other mentors and the liaison(s)." However, mentors in the new centers 
discussed the benefit of experiencing more contact with other teachers such 
as the opportunity to go to other classrooms to watch peers teach. They also 
addressed attributes of the intems/residents as benefits by noting their enthu- 
siasm, creativity/innovativeness and their presence providing “more oppor- 
tunity to discuss ideas.” In addition, mentors in new centers considered the 
“extra pair of hands” a benefit by providing an opportunity to “catch up on 
work.” 

Mentors in the initial/founding centers recognized intrinsic benefits for 
themselves such as increased reflection/self awareness, pride, and support. 
These ideas were reflected in comments such as “The major benefit to me is 
a feeling of pride” and “Keeps me on my toes — helps me feel I’m teaching 
on two levels (children and adults) — fulfilling.” In addition, Lnitial/founding 
mentors noted better teacher training as a benefit for both their students and 
their profession. As one mentor noted, “The better the teachers are in my 
school, the better I am.” 

Theme *6: Mentor’s View of Major IHfftculties/Problems 
of Program Participation. 

Mentors in both established and new centers identified time and paper- 
work as difficulties/problems. Interestedly, mentors in the initial/founding 
centers often linked time and communication together in their responses with 
statements such as, “TIME!!! Not enough time to conference, brainstorm and 
plan with intems/residents,” and “Finding time to thoroughly communicate 
with intem/resident (explain decisions, comment on student, give feedback, 
etc.) during the day.” Mentors in the newer centers often mentioned time in 
the context of the interns “not being there enough” or “not knowing exactly 
when they would be in the school.” In addition, they wrote about concerns 
with “not knowing what is expected.” 

O 
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The categories of communication, need for strong liaisons, and evaluat- 
ing/critiquing adults were evident only in the initial founding centers. Men- 
tors in the initial/founding centers expressed the view that if liaison(s) were 
not “strong” problems were to be expected. One mentor wrote, ''Strong liai- 
sons are essential. You know what they say about a weak link in a chain.” 
In contrast, the responses from the new centers focused on the prob- 
lems/difficulties in giving intems/residents control of the class, differences 
in styles and expectations, knowing what is expected of the mentor, and the 
intern schedule. One new center mentor noted, “It’s just hard to give the 
intern or resident the reins. I know I’m ultimately responsible for the success 
of the children.” Mentors in new centers stated difficulty in knowing what 
their roles were. The comment “I just need to know exactly what I am ex- 
pected to do . . . what I need to do . . . and when” was indicative of this con- 
cern. In addition, mentors of new centers questioned the interns’ schedule 
of Monday, Wednesday, and Friday, which consisted of two days in the public 
school and one in seminar. Comments included, “They never get to see two 
consecutive days until they are residents,” and “They would learn more if 
they were in the school more.” Concerns about the intern schedule did not 
surface from the initial/founding centers — even from first-year mentors. Per- 
haps the fact that their schools had been involved in determining the frame- 
work for the intern schedule provided validation for the alternating days. 




Conclusions/Implications 

On first pemsal, many categories were consistent across the initial/found- 
ing centers and the new centers. However, on closer examination, differ- 
ences became more apparent. These differences seemed indicative of differ- 
ent types of collaboration. 

In an examination of partnerships, Whitford, Schlecty, and Shelor (1987) 
identified three types of collaboration: cooperative, symbiotic, and organic. 
A foundational premise of a successful university/public school partnership 
is that over time, it progresses beyond cooperation and symbiosis (Goodlad, 
1988) to embrace an organic collaborative model (Dixson & Ishler, 1992; 
Schlecty & Whitford, 1988). In cooperation, the relationship is a short-term 
collaboration in which information is shared or a service is provided one 
partner to the other; whereas, the key feature of symbiotic collaboration is 
leciprociw — “We’ll do this workshop for you, if you supervise student teachers 
for us.” A symbiotic collaboration may extend over a period of time, but usually 
does not lead to a change within partners. In organic collaboration, partners 
are equally vested in the goals and issues of the collaborative relationship 
and the process ultimately changes both (Dixson & Ishler, 1992). This indi- 
cates that organic collaboration is a goal worthy of pursuing for maximum 
learning environments for preservice litei^c^ educators. 
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It was evident that mentors from the “founding” centers demonstrated 
characteristics of organic collaboration in some of their responses. New cen- 
ters focused on the innovative ideas and the added support in the classroom. 
While these remained important, mentors in the initial/founding centers also 
discussed the feeling of pride involved in impacting the profession — ^and their 
pride in the program. 

Additional categories that emerged from the initial/founding centers 
seemed to reflect feelings of joint ownership of the program with the univer- 
sity. Rather than expecting someone from the university to “fix” a problem, 
they seemed to view problems as an “opportunity for collaboration” with joint 
rights and responsibilities. The responses' from the mentors from the initial/ 
founding centers indicated an expanded concept of whom they were “learn- 
ing” from and “teaming” with.: Ill' addition, “shared decision making,” “seif 
reflection/assessment” and'“l:feirig'stretched and challenged” were concepts 
that focused on individual professional growth that intertwined through the 
responses of the mentors from the initial/founding centers. This was a consis- 
tent theme, even though none of the current mentors in the initial/founding 
centers had been involved in the initial planning and implementation. However, 
through teaming configurations, campus meetings, and die normal interactions of 
a school culture all of the new members had weekly contaa with mentors who 
had participated in the design and implementation of the program. This may 
have impacted the pride, ownership and interest that were evident in re- 
sponses from mentors regardless of their length of time in the program. In 
addition, perhaps the culture of a school that has been an integral partner in 
the design and implementation of a collaborative program supports all men- 
tors to assume responsibility for the evolution and success of the endeavor. 

Many questions arise from this study. While similarities did exist, differ- 
ences in the level of collaboration were apparent between the initial/found- 
ing centers and the new centers. Were the differences merely a result of length 
of time in the partnership? Or, are different levels of collaboration a result of 
one set of partners implementing a program that was designed by an earlier 
group, rather than having the opportunity to collaboratively design and imple- 
ment a new entity? Is having “answers to questions” concerning a process/ 
question/concern an asset — or a liability — to collaboration? Is “organic col- 
laboration” a “stage” you reach and then retain? While some categories of 
comments demonstrated “organic collaboration,” other categories demon- 
strated the continual need for monitoring the “status of the collaborative.” It 
is evident that the “status of collaboration” cannot be neglected. Categories 
such as “communication”, “strong liaisons,” “time,” “paperwork,” and state- 
ments such as “keep us informed,” and “know timeline before they begin,” 
send loud and clear messages that collaboration, regardless of the “stage,” 
requires constant care and ongoing research. 
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After an examination of the research focusing on the preparation of lit- 
eracy educators, Anders, Hoffman, and Duffy (2000) concluded that teacher 
education research had long been neglected. They stated: 

We must commit our energies to studying our programs, our courses, 
our teachers and our expectations and requirements. In short, it means 
consenting to be the subject of study ourselves. It will take courage 
and creativity. Now is the time to start (p. 734). 

Partners in a professional development center must recognize this need for 
continual study of the collaborative process. As one liaison stated, “We must 
do all we can to keep our finger on the pulse of the feedback from all part- 
ners — otherwise, we will begin to implement a program — and stop collabo- 
rating.” 
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Appendix A. Mentor Questionnaire: Collaboration Among 
Partners in the Professional Development Center 

As a mentor teacher, your perspectives about collaboration within our pro- 
fessional development center are needed as part of our program evaluation 
and refinement. Please reflect on the following questions in terms of your 
own individual experience. Write your thoughts and feelings concerning the 
following questions. 

1. Define collaboration. 

2. Have we achieved a collaborative community? (Are we where we want 
to be in terms of collaborative practices?) Why or Why nof* 

3. What are the factors piositively influencing collaboration within our pro- 
fessional development center partnership? 

4. What are the factors hindering* collaboration within our professional de- 
velopment center partnership? 

Appendix B. Guided Interview 

Your feedback is essential for the continued refinement of our professional 
development center to best meet your needs and the needs of your students. 
Please reflect on the following questions in terms of your own individual 
experience. 

1 . What do you see as the major goals of the professional development center? 

2. In your role, how do you impact/influence/support the program? 

3. In what ways have others in the program helped you in performing your 
role? 

4. In what ways should others in the program help you in performing your 
role? 

5. What are the major benefits for you and/or your students in participating 
in the professional development center? 

6. What are the major difficulties or problems in participating in the profes- 
sional development center? 





Literacy Teacher-Researchers Unite: 
Factors that Motivate in a 
Professional Development Setting 



Abstract 

Teacher research has been heralded as a means of professional develop- 
ment. Especially in the areas of language and literacy, teachers have been 
actively studying their own and students ’ experiences. This study is the prod- 
uct of a university teacher reflecting on her own teaching in a professional 
development setting. Three questions emerged naturally from teacher-re- 
searcher meetings. Data were collected from initial, midpoint, and conclud- 
ing surveys. All meetings unth the fluctuating number of participants were 
recorded and interviews were conducted unth nine participants. A cross-analy- 
sis of findings over time led to the consideration of those factors influencing 
and motivating participants conducting research. Overall literacy-teacher- 
researcher-participants benefited from opportunities for collaboration, expe- 
riences unth talk, and provision of resources. 



Background 

A process specified by many and miscellaneous names (e.g. naturalistic 
research, classroom inquiry, and action research), teacher research embraces 
the highly reflexive process of questioning, of not knowing, of seeking. 
Questions typically emerge from the problems of practice; analysis is pre- 
dominantly interpretive, and findings are intended for application within the 
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The more you learn, 
the more you want to learn. 
The more you know, 
you don’t know. 



(Third Grade Teacher-Researcher-Participant) 
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context in which they were developed. It is “systematic, intentional inquiry 
by teachers about their own school and classroom work” (Cochran-Smith & 
Lytle, 1993, pp. 23-24). A derivative of action research, Hollingsworth et al. 
(1994) defined and differentiated teacher research: 

Teacher research from a curriculum improvement stance seeks to im- 
prove practice in social settings by trying out curricular ideas as both a 
means of increasing knowledge of the situation and improving it. 
Teacher research from the standpoint of professional critique intends 
to learn about and improve the structures and social conditions of 
practice. The focus of teachers as researchers relative to societal re- 
form is on how schools are shap>ed in society and what epistemologi- 
cal views are important for their transformation, (p.85) 

The effects of teacher research are especially great for participants. Their 
teaching and {perceptions of themselves as writers and teachers are trans- 
formed in important ways (Goswami & Stillman, 1987). Elliott (1985), 
McCutcheon (1981), Noffke and Zeichner (1987), and Sheard (1981) found 
heightened self-esteem and increased feelings of self-worth and confidence 
as a result of involvement with teacher research. The work of Fishman and 
McCarthy (1993) provided evidence that teacher research is effective in pro- 
moting teacher empiowerment and development. Teacher-researchers become 
rich resources who can provide the profession with information it simply 
doesn’t have. They become critical, responsive readers and users of current 
research who study writing and learning and report findings without spend- 
large sums of money or drawing on community resources in new and 
unexpected ways (Goswami & Stillman, 1987). But the benefits of participa- 
tion in teacher research are not limited to teachers. Those who actively re- 
search their own practice offer oppiortunities for their students to become 
similarly engaged Oohnston, 1990; Schwartz, 1988). Researching teachers help 
to nurture researching students (Branscombe, Goswami, & Schwartz, 1992T 
For the above reasons and many more which go unmentioned, teacher 
research has been heralded as a means of professional development (Erickson, 
1986; Goswami 8c Stillman, 1987). Especially in the areas of language and 
literacy , teachers have been active, studying their own and students’ experi- 
ences (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 1993). Elementary and secondary teachers alike 
have provided a majority of teacher research, the products of their efforts 
have increased, and their attitudes toward the process seem positive. In a 
national survey of literacy professionals sponsored by the National Reading 
Research Center, DeGroff and Commeyras (1998) reported that nearly half 
of their res{x>ndents were interested or very interested in becoming teacher 
researchers. More than half also agreed or strongly agreed that their thinking 
had been influenced by reading and hearing teachers talk about their re- 
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search or by supporting colleagues engaged in teacher research. Page (1994) 
documented eight teacher-researchers’ affirmations of participating in the 
process. Bennett (1994), in examining teachers’ feelings towards educational 
research and perceptions of themselves as researchers, found that their atti- 
tudes toward research improved dramatically as a result of completing ac- 
tion research projects. 

While educators have praised the teacher research process, little consid- 
eration has been paid to that which affects participant attimdes. Specifically, 
what faaois influence the attitudes of teachers when conducting research? And 
how might knowledge of these factors be used to better facilitate research? 

I began to wonder, and thus immersed myself in the teacher-research process. 

In the spirit of Duckworth (1987) and Freeman (1989), this study is the 
product of a university teacher reflecting on her own teaching in a professional 
development setting. It is one language and literacy professor’s attempt to 
bridge the teaching and research dichotomy while simultaneously realigning 
the university role as practitioner and researcher by developing scholarship 
out of the work done by a community of teacher-researchers. What teacher 
educators teach is often contradicted by how they teach it (Short, 1993)- This 
work is instead an effort to live theory. As a “reflective practitioner” (Schon, 
1987) and a “knowing subject” (Freire, 1971), I engaged in the process of 
learning from teaching. This inquiry was practical and hopefully foundational 
to formal research that will be useful in improving practice (Richardson, 1994). 

I engaged in this process alongside other teachers for many reasons. I 
hoped that involvement in teacher research would allow us to improve edu- 
cational practice across levels; contribute to the knowledge base about teacher 
research; provide insight into staff development programs; encourage teachers 
professional and personal growth; generate ideas based on teachers per- 
ceptions and experiences; dissolve barriers separating teachers from teach- 
ers; and offer a critical perspective on the teacher-research process. 

Method 

Setting and Participants 

This study was conducted in a professional development setting in a 
suburban school district outside a large, midwestern city. Here, two large- 
group, in-service meetings were held for four hours each, and two small- 
group, in-service meetings were held for forty-five minutes each. The time 
schedules were decided and established by the school district supporting the 
professional development. During these meetings, the teacher-research pro- 
cess was facilitated. An in-service curriculum, though limited by time con- 
straints, that capmred Dewey’s (1933) belief that teaching must be an intellec- 
tual rather than routine task was developed. While I provided a framework 
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and guidance for research, no attempts to limit practitioners’ freedom to work 
with issues of importance to them were made. Research became collabora- 
tive. Teacher participants opted to work with one another in small groups, 
sharing in the planning, implementation, and analysis of the research, each 
contributing her or his unique expertise and perspective (Oja & Smulyan, 
1989). 

The number of participants in the study fluctuated. Initially, nineteen 
literacy teachers, eighteen females and one male, elected to embark on the 
teacher research process. They were paid a small stipend by the district for 
their participation. At the midpoint of the study, thirteen females and one 
male were immersed in their research. Ten females and one male completed 
their inquiries. All teachers were Caucasian and their ages ranged from twenty- 
two to fifty years. 

Detta Collection and-Anafysis 

The study was qualitative in nature; no impositions or expectations were 
placed on the data in order to answer the following three questions which 
emerged naturally from teacher-researcher meetings: 

1. What are the attitudes of teacher-researchers as they undergo their 
first classroom-based research study? 

2. What factors, if any, influence the attitudes of these participants when 
conducting research? 

3. How might knowledge of the factors affecting teacher researcher 
attitudes be used to better facilitate teacher research? 

Data were collected from initial, midpoint, and concluding surveys. All meet- 
ings* with* jjaiticipants were recorded. Extensive mterviews^were conducted^ 
with nine participants three days following the presentations of research. All 
taped interactions were transcribed. Data were then classified and analyzed 
at the initial, midpoint, and conclusion of the study. 

A qualitative approach to data analysis allowed for the natural emer- 
gence of categories. Transcripts and surveys were analyzed through inspec- 
tion and interpretation (Patton, 1990). Analysis was inductive in nature as I 
looked for recurring regularities and emerging patterns (Cuba, 1978) which 
were then sorted into categories (Glaser & Strauss, 1967) and ordered. Find- 
ings are limited by the specific context of this study. 




Findings 

Initial 



Teacher-participants reported great concern at the beginning of their 
research. They experienced anxiety about time issues. “Will I be able to commit 
to this project enough to obtain worthwhile results? I already feel pulled to 
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the max — personally and professionally,” one teacher honestly revealed. 
Another worried about “Spending more time on this and less time grading 
papers.” The ever-present fear of standardized testing also reared its head as 
the male participant bluntly asked, “What if our scores drop?” The research 
process, itself, was equally a nascent concern. Teachers were unsure about 
“Narrowing the topic.” As for their student-participants, they worried they 
might be “Creating stress for kids at home.” Already, teacher-researchers 
pondered data collection: “I worry that I won’t get accurate feedback” and 
data analysis: “There’s so much info . . . how can I sort through it all?” One 
even contemplated future findings, asking, “Will I like the results I get^” 

Less of a concern, but still a source of consideration at the initial stages 
of research, were perceptions of others (e.g. parents, teachers, administra- 
tors, and in-service personnel). For example, teachers demonstrated a desire 
to please parents: “I worry about reactions from parents” and a need to sat- 
isfy “the piersons who have organized the staff development.” They doubted 
themselves and their abilities. Teachers admitted feeling “unsure,” “insecure,” 
“overwhelmed,” “anxious,” and “nervous about doing a good job.” 

Midpoint 

Noticeable changes were evident in teacher attitudes by the midpoint of 
the study as teachers fully immersed themselves in the process of research. 
They began to recognize value in their topics as they claimed they were 
“working on something I think is important.” As for their student participants, 
they noticed “the students are benefiting.” Data was no longer a source of 
anxiety: “I find it is very interesting — finding out how the students, teachers, 
and parents answer questions differently.” As for analysis, “it’s not so hard,” 
a teacher-researcher asserted. Results were anticipated rather than feared: “I 
am excited about the results.” And a few teachers began to consider the pos- 
sibilities of disseminating their research, asking, “How can you . . . submit it 
for publication?” and “How do you present the final producL*” 

Change in attitude towards the self was noted: “I feel that I am comfort- 
able and more confident;” “I like to be professional;” “I have really immersed 
myself in this ... it has become part of my soul.” Teachers maintained they 
benefited from the positive attitude of a co-teacher-researcher during in-ser- 
vice meetings: “You were positive with us; that definitely mbs off.” “I’m told, 
‘this is good,’ and I’ve been helped along the way.” “We were led gently 
down the path.” Teachers also admitted that “working as a group has been 
most beneficial.” 

Still, there were worries during the midst of the research process. Time 
remained the primary concern. Teachers needed “time to pull all die infor- 
mation together.” They wondered, “When will I finish this project^” They 
pleaded, “The restraints are too tight.” Teachers seemed apprehensive about 
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the amount of reading required for a “good” research projea asking, “How 
many resources are enough?” Another teacher-researcher queried the amount 
of data necessary for a “solid” study: “Is there a specific amount of data nec- 
essary?” Issues of validity were debated as teachers wondered, “How suc- 
cessful has it been?” 

Concluding 

Teachers were most positive about the process of research at the con- 
clusion of the study. Teacher-researchers felt quite “comfortable” with their 
topics. They believed now that “it is better to do the research . . . yourself 
than read someone else’s.” They related benefits derived from data analysis: 
“It made me more organized.” And they were quite proud of their final prod- 
ucts: The presentations were also a high;” “I was very impressed with our 
final product and the other presenters.” Teachers recognized growth in them- 
selves: “I think the personal growth was the best part of researching;” “I was 
so proud of myself;” “It has helped me to grow as a teacher, professional, 
and individual.” At the same time, teachers realized the effects of teacher 
research on their relationships with colleagues: “It has really brought us to- 
gether even more as a team ’ and with students: “It made us more open to 
our students’ needs.” 

Time was still an unfavorable factor, however. Teacher-research became 
“one more thing to do” as “it was a lot more work than we expected.” "fhe 
self was still doubted as “we were always worrying if we were doing it ‘right.’” 




Discussion 

While an analysis of data leads to the discovery of attitudes experienced 
by new literacy teacher-researchers, a cross-analysis of findings leads to the 
consideration of those factors influencing and motivating those participants 
conducting research. Familiarity with these factors might then be used to better 
facilitate future teacher research in a similar professional development set- 
ting. 

It is apparent from this study that improved organizational structures, 
supportive of beginning and experienced teachers’ learning and collabora- 
tion, are desired. As Mohr (1987) ascertained: “Teacher-researchers need a 
support system that includes university resources and the backing of their 
local school system. They need the support of fellow researchers, flexible 
scheduling, released time to analyze data, and write” (p. 104). Teacher-re- 
searchers need to be enabled (Mohr & Maclean, 1987). We must listen care- 
fuUy and closely, meeting their needs, providing formal and informal sup- 
piort along the research journey. 

SpecificaUy, much has been written about isolation in schools (Goodlad, 
1984; Lieberman & Miller, 1984; Lortie, 1975). Teaching can be a lonely pro- 
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fession. Time may be spent in a single classroom, and few opportunities to 
converse with a colleague may present themselves. Perhaps one moment is 
stolen during a twenty-two minute lunch break or another during the ex- 
change between classes. Teachers need opportunities to interact, Grumet 
(1989) a.sserted: 

We must pay attention to the adults who open the doors, ring the bells, 
hand out the books and the homework assignment. And we need to pay 
attention not only to teachers’ relations to the children, but to their 
relations to one another as well. What do they know of one another s 
work? When and how do they work together — if they work together? 

(p. 21) 

In order to support teachers in their research, it is necessary to over- 
come the serious obstacles caused by teacher isolation (Cochran-Smith & 
Lytle, 1993). Communities of teacher-researchers consisting of networks of 
individuals searching for meaning (Westerhoff, 1987) need to be established. 
A culture of support for visualizing school change needs to be fostered. 

Teacher- researcher-participants benefited from such opportunities for col- 
laboration-. “We just kind of bonded more as professionals and as friends 
because we spent a lot of time together, and we laughed a lot;” “I gained a 
lot of insight because of the team work help, and I think it made us closer as 
a team here. ... I think it gave a lot of us strength;” “We can all work to- 
gether. We had a goal in mind and we were able to stumble through it.” 
Interaction with a university-teacher-researcher was also viewed positively: 
“It was good it was someone from the outside because people didn t know 

you . . . you had to be prepared I think the University presence made a 

difference. I do. I do. I do;” “I think the small-group interaction is a very 
positive thing because you can zero in on questions that you have, and at 
the same time you can see where we’re having problems and make useful 
suggestions, and it takes away the anxiety level.” Teachers desired interac- 
tion with administrators as well, and their lack of participation was duly noted. 
As Bumaford (1996) reminded, “We cannot ignore the role of school leaders 
if we are prepared to affirm the value of teacher research as a primary means 
of professional development in schools” (p. 146). It is apparent that collabo- 
ration is also appreciated between schools and communities. Teachers re- 
ported learning “a lot about the parents, too, because we interacted with 
them ... so it opened up a lot of possibilities. A researcher revealed, I 
think they were surprised as to the dedication that many of the staff mem- 
bers had, and I think I also saw that they do support us when we do positive 

things.” 

Another factor influencing and motivating teachers involved in the pro- 
fessional development were experiences with talk. Teacher-research is fun- 
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damentally a social and constructive activity (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 1993), 
yet the aforementioned isolation of teachers leaves few moments for sharing 
teachings and wonderings. Conversational spaces should be created since 
teachers want to communicate frequently and openly throughout the research 
process (Cummings & Hustler, 1986; Threadgold, 1985). Discourse commu- 
nities need to be facilitated and conversations should be sustained. 
Hollingsworth et al. (1994) articulated those features of conversation that help 
engagement in reflection about knowledge and experience; these include; 
creating opportunities for good food, good company, and good conversa- 
tion; focusing learning on practice-based concerns; discovering biographi- 
cal connections and differences; and valuing lived experiences and emotions 
in knowledge. Teacher-participants longed for such interaction, suggesting, 
“Maybe have a group of peoplequ^imeet from all over the district to talk 
about what they’re working, qii”" 

Teachers especially want: occasions- to talk about themselves, to swap 
stories and trade opinions. Partici|^nts involved in this research study were 
surprised by their own abilities, admitting: 

“I think I learned personally that I can do more things than I thought 
I could.” 

“I’m a really hard worker.” 

“I can do more than I thought I can do.” 

“It’s really no big deal.” 

“ . . . a little more proud and surprised that I could do it.” 

Revelations such as these demonstrate lack of knowledge about and 
confidence in the self. Ray (1993) suggested that most practitioner inquiry 
begins and ends with personal knowl^ge, personal knowledge being what 
teachers construct about themselves, their teaching, and their interactions in 
the classroom. The teacher research process should begin with self-explora- 
tion. Self-reflections and introspections might then lead researchers to chal- 
lenge beliefs, assumptions, and practices, allowing the personal to intertwine 
with the practical. 

Teacher-researchers were also motivated by the proinsion of resources. 
Time is recognized by far as a most valuable commodity by teachers. Inflex- 
ible work loads and demanding teaching schedules leave few minutes for 
musing. As early as 1967 Schaefer suggested reduced teaching loads to al- 
low for reflection. Hobson (1996) more recently noted teachers’ fmstration 
with time limitations. Teacher-researcher-participants echoed their concerns, 
requesting “a study-buddy period where you could have gone in and sat 
down and had a casual place like the lounge that was a study time that you 
were just there reading” and “subs.” Another teacher pondered a more tan- 
gible resource: “Financial incentives are usually a good thing.” 

BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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Reflection 

Since my hopes as a teacher and researcher were clearly stated at the 
beginning of this article, I am now left reflecting on the process experienced. 
Yes, contributions were made to the knowledge base about teacher research 
through the discovery of those factors affecting the attitudes of the partici- 
pants. Some insight into staff development programs was provided through 
the description of the study’s method and findings. The growth of teachers 
was encouraged throughout the process. Ideas shared in the discussion were 
based on teachers’ own perceptions and experiences and offered a critical 
perspective on teacher-research. Through collaborative and communal en- 
gagement in the process, barriers separating teachers from teachers were 
dismantled. Yet one p>ersonal goal remains unrealized. 

I involved myself in the process of research alongside other teachers, 
asking questions related to the practice of teacher research as professional 
development, and engaging in systematic and intentional inquiry about my 
professional work, but was educational practice improved as a result* Has 
involvement in teacher research transformed teaching and selves in impor- 
tant ways? Certainly awareness and consideration of the factors affecting 
participant attitudes can assist teachers as they plan for future research, co- 
ordinating better support systems and organizational structures with univer- 
sity and local school systems. But as for the improvement of practice of cur- 
rent teachei-participants, I can only wonder once again. What troubles me is 
the proven lack of sustained influence of traditional in-service programs 
(Siedow, Memory, & Bristow, 1985 ). Will I, will we, remain students of learning 
in our efforts to improve practice, structures, and societies? Will we provide 
for ourselves those structures which will help to facilitate our research — 
collaboration, talk, and resources? I can hope so. It is time all teachers take 
charge of their own professional development. Herein lies the capacity for 
continual transformation, renewal, and becoming. 
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Abstract 

Housing learning assistance programs in one central location on cam- 
pus can strengthen services through interrelatedness, make it easier for stu- 
dents to locate the services needed, and encourage a sense of unity among 
staff members. This paper describes the Academic Development Center at a 
midsize university that houses a number of student services that had previ- 
ously existed as separate entities on campus. This paper also discusses what 
brings students to the center, students ’ satisfaction with the quality of services, 
staff and tutors, and recommendations for improvement. The most popular 
service was tutoring, particularly in mathematics, science, and business. Over- 
all students were satisfied with staff support and tutor quality. Tutors at the 
center received comprehensive training, which may have contributed to the 
satisfaction of tutees. Recommendations for enhancing services at the center 
included extending the hours of operation as well as extending the amount 
of tutoring time per subject, per week. 



D evelopmental college reading programs have been a concern of insti- 
tutions of higher education in the United States since the early 17th 
century (Leedy, 1958). Throughout the history of higher education in America 
it has been evident that some sort of learning assistance must be provided 
for many students to succeed, even at the more prestigious institutions such 
as Harvard, Yale, and Stanford. Prior to 1900, learning assistance took the 
form of remedial reading programs conducted by tutors or in secondary 
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education type settings (Enright & Kerstiens, 1980). As the demands associ- 
ated with domain specific reading requirements have increased over time 
(Heron, 1989), so too has the need for programs that would foster the devel- 
opment of the type of reading and study skills necessary for academic suc- 
cess. During the 1950’s, the institutional belief that good reading and com- 
prehension skills would lead to academic success resulted in an expansion 
of reading improvement programs. Similarly, increased opportunities for 
higher education resulting from societal influences such as the Depression, 
World War II, the GI Bill, the ‘Space Race’, and the emergence of open ad- 
missions policies led to a burgeoning number of students in the 20th century 
seemingly under-prepared for the rigors of college reading and studying 
(Enright & Kersteins, 1980; Maxwell, 1997). Changes within the field of col- 
lege reading programs have evolved slowly, typically more in direct respronse 
to what is happening in the institution’s community than influences from a 
more global perspective (Straff, 1985). However, regardless of the etiology 
or pace of change, what is evident is the important role that learning assis- 
tance and developmental reading programs have played in American higher 
education (Leedy, 1958; Heron, 1989; Straff, 1985). 

Today, programs to enhance college academic success may include any 
form of remedial or developmental curriculum ranging from a single course 
in reading to a comprehensive program that includes basic skills and coun- 
seling. Typical learning assistance programs may deliver services such as tu- 
toring, laboratory instruction, regularly scheduled classes, paired or adjunct 
classes, supplemental instruction, outreach programs, and distance learning. 
Ideally, the services offered are those most appropriate to the student popu- 
lation being served. For example, comprehensive reading and study skills 
courses, paired courses, and supplemental instruction are designed to better 
serve under prepared and at-risk students who require more structure than 
that provided by drop-in programs in learning assistance centers (Elliott & 
Fairbanks, 1986; Johnson & Carpenter, 2000; Roueche, Baker, & Roueche, 
1984). On the other hand, outreach programs that include seminars on top- 
ics relevant to student success, such as study skills, test taking strategies, and 
time management may be more appropriate for students requiring less for- 
mal structure. Tutoring, one of the most popular services offered (Rouche & 
Snow, 1977), is most successful when the tutors have received some type of 
training (Boylan, Bonham, Bliss, & Saxon, 1995). Thus, the provision of for- 
mal tutor training courses may be included in the activities of the learning 
assistance program. 

Clearly, learning assistance programs may take different forms, provide 
different types of services, and go by many different names including learn- 
ing centers, reading labs, learning assistance centers, academic skills cen- 
ters, learning skills centers, and academic development centers (Johnson & 
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Carpenter, 2000). Within this diversity lies a common mission to encourage 
educational opportunities, develop academic talent and efficiency among 
diverse students, and provide a bridge between student services and aca- 
demic services (Boylan, 1983; Cross, 1976; Maxwell, 1997). The clientele of 
the learning assistance program is not limited to students who are at-risk for 
failure, but may include students who are underprepared for college level 
work, English language learners, individuals with disabilities, and adults who 
have not been in school for many years (Johnson & Carpenter, 2000). 

Because institutions of higher education are committed to the academic 
success of their students, the need for learning assistance programs will likely 
continue well into the 21st century. However, the existence of such programs 
depends heavily on institutional philosophy and the perspectives towards 
learning that are held by each college or university (Johnson & Carpenter, 
2000). Organizational resources of the school, the administrator’s own aca- 
demic background, available funding for programs, and adiniriistrative poli- 
cies or governmental mandates all influence and guide the establisliment and 
operation of learning assistance programs. 

Important to the expansion of, and continuation of the long-term ben- 
efits students receive from learning assistance programs, is the on-going evalu- 
ation of services offered by these programs. Boylan, Bonham, White, and 
George (2000) have cited four major factors that have contributed to both 
the expansion of learning assistance programs and the need for their evalu- 
ation since the 1960’s. Coordinating agencies that assess educational activi- 
ties and monitor student statistics, as well as accountability reports that must 
be generated in response to federal funds for educational support have both 
contributed to increases in program evaluation needs. Additionally, as insti- 
tutions have realized the importance of improving programs, enhancing and 
maintaining educational credibility assessment has become a critical com- 
ponent of their long-term strategic plans. Finally, the availability of afford- 
able technology that can store, manipulate, and retrieve mass quantities of 
data and assist in the labor intensive process of evaluation, have encouraged 
the more frequent evaluation of learning assistance programs. Such evalua- 
tions not only meet accountability objectives, but also provide information 
that facilitates the continual development of the program to meet changing 
student needs. 

To develop our understanding of the Academic Development Center 
(ADC), a learning assistance program at our university, an evaluation of the 
center was conducted. It was hoped that this program evaluation would not 
only assist us in providing services that best met the needs of our students, 
but also provide other educators with insights into who uses support ser- 
vices and the types of services needed. The purpose of this evaluation was 
threefold: (1) to discover what brings students to the center, (2) to determine 
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students’ level of satisfaction with the quality of services currently offered, as 
well as their satisfaction with staff and tutors who provide those services, 
and (3) to solicit recommendations from students about how to improve the 
center. 



Program Description 

Descriptum of the Academic Development Center 

The ADC is located in a medium-size private university. Successful stu- 
dent learning is the primary goal of the center. Services offered by the center 
include content generic programs such as seminars designed to assist stu- 
dents with a variety of study skills and transitional issues and individual as- 
sistance for improving textbook reading skills and for refining study skills. 
Students are also provided with content specific programs such as peer tu- 
toring and supplemental instruction for some of the university’s more diffi- 
cult courses. The ADC also houses the Academic Support Project, which 
provides ongoing academic support and guidance to first-generation college 
students from low-income backgrounds and to students with disabilities. The 
Office of Disabilities Services, which is responsible for the coordination of 
auxiliary aids and services for students and employees with disabilities, is 
also part of the center. In addition to assistance provided by the ADC, the 
University also provides additional assistance through the Writing Center, a 
Math Lab that provides drop-in math tutoring, a Counseling Center, and tu- 
toring provided by various academic departments. 

All students who come to the ADC must complete the Learning and Smdy 
Strategies Inventory (LASSI) on their first visit. The LASSI provides informa- 
tion about areas where a student may be experiencing difficulty such as Time 
Management, Test Strategies, Anxiety, Motivation, Selecting Main Ideas. Con- 
centration, Information Processing, and other study related behaviors. Stu- 
dents then receive a report of their scores, an explanation of each subtest 
area, and recommendations for activities, such as workshops or individual 
reading and study skills assistance that can help them to improve in these 
areas. Students may also receive referrals to other campus entities for certain 
types of assistance, such as the Counseling Center for help with anxiety prob- 
lems, or the Career Center if ambiguity regarding career paths is impacting 
motivation. Within the ADC, students may be referred to a variety of pro- 
grams as outlined below: 

Peer Tutoring. Peer tutoring is offered in a wide range of courses, al- 
though the primary focus is on lower division courses. Students may receive 
up to two hours of individual tutoring each week in each subject. Referrals 
are not required and students do not need to be failing a subject to qualify 
for tutoring. Undergraduate and graduate students who have completed a 
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tutor-training program, that is certified by the College Reading and Learning 
Association, conduct tutoring on an appointment basis. The ADC typically 
employs eighty to ninety tutors. 

Supplemental Instruction. Supplemental Instruction (SI) provides small 
group study sessions for the university’s most difficult courses. A student leader 
who has previously completed the course successfully facilitates SI sessions. 
The SI leaders attend lectures and complete all reading assignments for the 
course they facilitate. SI courses may be in any discipline, but most often 
include Chemistry, Math, Psychology, and Biology. 

Smart Start Workshops. The Smart Start Workshop series consists of seven 
workshops: Time Management; Note Taking; Textbook Reading; Academic 
Integrity; Managing Long Term Projects and Papers; Building Productive 
Relationships with Professors, and Test-Taking/Test Preparation. Workshops 
are presented at the ADC on a regular rotating basis each semester and by 
special arrangement, at the residence halls, and for various groups including 
sororities/fra temities, athletes, multi-cultural student affairs, and others. A 
variety of strategies are used to encourage student participation in the work- 
shop including table-tent advertising, distribution of schedules to students, 
placement of schedules in key areas around the University, and inclusion of 
schedules in student publications. Additionally, students who come to the 
Center for tutoring or other services complete the Learning and Study Strat- 
egies Inventory (LASSI). Based on the LASSI results, students are often ad- 
vised to attend a particular workshop or workshops for instruction in certain 
topics. 

Reading and Study Skills Assistance. Assistance in reading and study 
skills including textbook reading, note taking skills, test preparation, infor- 
mation organization, and time management is provided by graduate assis- 
tants (typically enrolled in the masters program of the School of Education). 
These assistants, trained by the ADC Director, present the Smart Start Work- 
shops, and work individually with students who either request follow-up 
after the workshop, or are referred to the Reading/Study Skills Assistants on 
the basis of LASSI results. Students may also be referred by the Office of 
Disability Services for assistance with organizational or study skills. Addition- 
ally, students may request assistance in these areas on their own. 

Office of Disability Services (ODS). This office coordinates auxiliary 
aids and services for students with disabilities, receives and verifies docu- 
mentation of disabilities, and serves as a clearinghouse for infomiation on 
disability related items. The ODS often refers students for tutoring or reading 
and study skills assistance, particularly students with learning disabilities or 
attention deficit disorders. 

Academic Support Project (ASP). The ASP provides ongoing academic 
support and guidance to encourage academic success and persistence of first- 
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generation college students, students from low-income backgrounds, and 
students with disabilities. The role of the program is to interact with students 
meeting this criteria, establish a relationship with the student, and act as a 
liaison with various entities within the ADC to ensure that students access 
the services they need to succeed. 

First Year Experience. Transitional classes for incoming freshman are 
offered on an elective basis. The class explores many campus resources such 
as Career Planning, Library Research, Wellness Center, Student Organizations, 
Tutoring, and Study Skills. The Study Skills component is presented through 
the Smart Start Workshops, which are presented to each class group. 



O 
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Students Attending Academic Development Center 

All students at the University are eligible to use the services at the ADC 
at no additional charge to them. During the current academic year, 777 stu- 
dents received individualized services at the ADC. Students were asked to 
complete the Student Information Questionnaire (see Appendix A) when they 
first came to the center. This questionnaire provided demographic informa- 
tion about the student, information about the first level of English and math 
courses taken at the university, and the types of difficulties students might 
be experiencing. Grade point averages, SAT scores, and other demographic 
information not provided on the questionnaire were obtained through the 
university’s database. Students attending the center were more likely to be 
female (64%) than male (36%), and included freshmen (36%), sophomore 
(30%), junior (18%), and senior (10%) students. Although students were 
enrolled in a variety of majors, life sciences (34%) and business (18%) ma- 
jors predominated. The mean grade point average for students was 2.81 on 
a 4-point scale and the median Scholastic Achievement Test (SAT) score was 
1103 (5D =139.85). 

All students accessing services at the ADC completed the Learning and 
Study Strategies Inventory (LASSI) (Weinstein, 1987). Students attending the 
center scored below average on two scales: Test Strategy scores were in the 
35th percentile (e.g. items in this section include: “I do poorly on tests be- 
cause I find it hard to plan my work within a short period of time, and I have 
difficulty adapting my studying to different types of courses”). Anxiety and 
Worry scores were in the 40th percentile (e.g. items in this section include: 
■‘I worry that I will flunk out of school, and when I begin an examination, I 
feel pretty confident that I will do well”) (see table 1). Scores on all other 
scales fell within the 50th (+/- 5) percentile. Students were assigned to tutors 
who would call students to arrange tutoring times or were referred to appro- 
priate services within 24 hours of making a request. 




150 Celebrating the Voices of Literacy 



Table 1. lASSI ProfQe of Students Atte nding ADC (n = 777) 

Percentile AT SD 



Attitude and Interest 
Motivation 
Test strategies 
Information processing 
Concentration and attention 
Self testing 

Use of support techniques 
Anxiety and worry 
Time management 
Selecting main ideas 

*scaled scores 



50 


32.68 


5.19 


45 


30.64 


5.76 


35 


28.30 


5.84 


45 


26.94 


5.77 


55 


26.51 


6.54 


50 


25.44 


5.67 


45 


24.90 


5.41 


40 


24.15 


6.72 


55 


24.10 


6.91 


50 


18.29 


3.90 



Evaluation Procedures 

At the end of the semester students were asked to complete the Student 
Satisfaction Survey (see Appendix A). The Student Satisfaction Survey is a 4- 
point Likert-type scale on which participants indicated their level of agree- 
ment (1 = strongly disagree, 4 = strongly agree) to statements relating to the 
services provided at the ADC and their perceived benefit to the student, such 
as accessibility and supportiveness of the ADC staff, and improvement of 
student grades and study skills. The survey also included open-ended ques- 
tions to solicit comments on most and least beneficial service, value of ser- 
vices, and suggestions for improvement of the ADC and it’s services. Both 
instruments were developed specifically for this evaluation. Student confi- 
dentiality was protected by the assignment of coded identification numbers. 
Data was stored in a Microsoft Access file and was exported to the SPSS sta- 
tistical program to derive descriptive statistics for reporting purposes. Re- 
sponses to open-ended questions were written on individual note cards and 
then sorted into categories. Categories were checked for overlap and com- 
pleteness and themes established (Lincoln & Cuba, 1989). 




Findings from Evaluation 

Wh€U Brings Students to the Center? 

All students attending the ADC were asked to identify the services they 
used during the past semester. An overwhelming majority (94%) of the stu- 
dents reported that they had come for the one-on-one tutoring avaUable at 
the center. The students requested mathematics and science mtoring most 
often which accounted for about 80% of the mtoring at the center. Tutoring 
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was also frequently requested for business (e.g., accounting, economics), 
English, and social science courses. In addition to tutoring, students came to 
the center to receive assistance in developing smdy skills (27%), to meet with 
supplemental instruction groups (25%), and to participate in Smart Start 
Workshops (20%). A few students (7%), who were concerned about their 
reading, came to the center to have their reading ability evaluated. 

In addition to deterrniriing what services students were utilizing, we were 
also interested in knowing why students decided to come to the ADC. Sm- 
dents provided us with a variety of reasons for seeking the services of the 
center. Many of the students indicated that they were failing or doing poorly 
in at least one of their courses. “I’m currently standing on my last leg.” and 
“I am having trouble in math, and I think a tutor might help.” were typical 
responses from this group. Another large group of students stated that they 
came to the center as a preventive measure or to improve their grades. Two 
typical responses were, “I need help in my more difficult classes so I can 
make the best grade possible” and “To keep up with all my work and help 
me if I have problems.” Students also stated that they came to the center 
hoping to improve their study skills. “I need to improve my study skills and 
need tutoring for certain subjects.” Free services at the center, and previous 
positive experiences at the center rounded out the top five reasons for seek- 
ing the services offered. 

Are Students Satisfied With the Center? 

At the end of the semester smdents completed the Student Satisfaction 
Survey to indicate their satisfaction with the center and with their own out- 
comes attributed to the services they received. The majority of students sought 
services for tutoring (94%). Other services accessed by students at the ADC 
included, study skills (27%), Supplemental Instruction (25%), Smart Start 
Workshops (20%), and to a lesser extent reading tests (7%). Overall, 90% of 
the students indicated that they were very satisfied or satisfied with the ser- 
vices received. As shown in Table 2, the majority of students rated the vari- 
ous items surveyed very favorably. Students were especially satisfied with 
the quality (90%), support of staff (94%), and quality of tutors (90%) at the 
center. Furthermore, students indicated that their academic needs were met, 
they had become better students, and their grades had improved since at- 
tending the center. 

When asked what they liked most about the ADC, many smdents indi- 
cated it was the individualized attention received from the staff and tutors. 
Smdents made remarks such as, “It was directed specifically to my needs for 
each course,” and “Explanations were specific to my needs and questions.” 
Smdents were also complementary of the assistance they received to improve 
their smdy skills. “Workshops help to develop my smdy skills and grades.” “I 
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Table 2. ADC Student Satisfaction Survey (n = 777) 





Satisfaction 


M 


SD 




Center Services 


Staff is supportive 


94% 


3.21 


.64 




Quality of tutors is sufficient 


90% 


3.11 


.62 




Staff is accessible 


79% 


3.20 


.72 




Tutoring time is sufficient 


77% 


2.90 


.72 




Personal Outcomes 


My academic needs are met 


88% 


3.08 


.61 




I am a better student 


82% 


3.06 


.69 




My grades have improved 


79% 


2.99 


.70 




Self confidence increased 


78% 


2.92 


.71 




Helped me stay in school 


74% 


2.86 


.88 




Long-range planning improved 


70% 


2.73 


.74 




Organization skills improved 


68% 


2.78 


.74 





Note: 1 = strongly disagree; 4 = strongly agree 



passed the class I was having trouble in.” Overall students were grateful that 
the center was available to them since it kept them “focused and confident” 
and “forced [them] to work on a subject [they] need help in.” 

What Do Students Recommend? 

Although the majority of the students who attended the center were 
satisfied with the services they received, they did provide us with recom- 
mendations about additional ways in which the ADC might better meet their 
needs. Students were most concerned with the times the center was open, 
which are primarily during normal business hours. Students suggested that 
the ADC expand their hours into the evenings. They also suggested expand- 
ing the amount of tutoring time available to students beyond the current limi- 
tation of one hour twice weekly per course. Students suggested that having 
two-hour tutoring blocks or allowing more frequent tutoring sessions would 
be helpful. Additional recommendations included allocating tutors more 
quickly, adding more tutoring space, and having more tutors available for 
upper level courses. 

Discussion 

The ADC opened four years ago and brought together a number of stu- 
dent services that had previously existed as separate entities on campus. Ac- 
cording to Johnson and Carpenter (2000), the needs of students accessing 
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learning assistance services are best met when the program is housed in a 
central location. This model strengthens services through interrelatedness, 
makes it is easier for students to locate the services they need, and it encour- 
ages a sense of unity and teamwork among staff members. Since the ser- 
vices were joined at the center, we have seen a dramatic increase in the 
number of students utilizing our services. Additionally, the proximity of the 
Office of Disability Services, the Academic Support Project, tutorial services, 
reading and study skills assistance, and seminar/workshop series has enabled 
staff members to work together to make recommendations for the type of 
assistance students would benefit from, directing students immediately to the 
staff person responsible for those services, and then following up with other 
staff members about that student. 

As mentioned earlier, typically when a student comes to the ADC, he or 
she completes the lASSI. The LASSI is then scored and the student receives 
a report of their scores and what they mean, as well as a list of recommen- 
dations that focus on their particular needs. For example, students who did 
not score well on the “selecting main ideas” scale would be encouraged to 
attend the Textbook Reading Seminar or obtain individual assistance with 
these skills at the center. It is likely that the interrelatedness of the services 
and the team approach to meeting student needs may contribute to the fact 
that the majority of students viewed the ADC staff as both supportive and 
accessible. 

The majority of students who came to the center did so to obtain tutors. 
This amounts to approximately 730 of the 111 students. Because we have 
not undertaken an evaluation such as this previously, we do not know whether 
there have been variations in this percentage, but we do know that the num- 
ber of students accessing tutors has risen considerably over the past several 
years. Our findings indicated that the reasons that students use tutoring vary 
broadly and include students who are having difficulty in a particular sub- 
ject, students who are anticipating difficulty in a particular subject that has 
been problematic for them in the past, and students who are passing a class 
but are hoping to excel in the subject material or as they put it “earn the best 
grade possible.” The staff of the ADC spends a considerable amount of time 
attending orientation sessions and meeting with student groups to encour- 
age students to seek tutoring. The staff stresses the notion that students should 
not wait until they are failing a course to seek tutoring, but that even stu- 
dents who are doing okay can benefit from meeting with tutors. This mes- 
sage seems to have reached students and may account for the variability 
among the reasons that students are seeking tutoring services. 

In keeping with the notion that tutoring is most successful when the 
tutors have received some type of training (Boylan, et al., 1995), the ADC 
has recently implemented an extensive tutor-training program. We were en- 
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couraged that this training is improving the tutorial program by the fact that 
90% of our students felt that the quality of tutors is sufficient. Within the tu- 
tor-training program, tutors learn a variety of techniques that they can use to 
assist students in improving their study skills as well as improving their abil- 
ity to master the subject matter in which they are seeking help. Again, we 
were encouraged that quite a few of the students accessing the center felt 
that they were better students and that their organizational skills and long- 
range planning had improved through their use of center services. Our tu- 
tor-training program requires that tutors attend certain predetermined work- 
shops, and then allows tutors to choose from a menu of other training op- 
tions including seminars, videos, readings, and other activities. One of the 
options for tutors is to attend a “Test Anxiety” presentation at the University 
Counseling Center. We were concerned that the profiles of the students at- 
tending the center indicated that they had higher levels of anxiety and worry, 
and so have decided to move this from the options to the mandatory portion 
of the tutor-training program to provide additional information for tutors in 
this area. Since previous researchers (Hancock & Gier, 199D have demon- 
strated the benefits of training peer tutors in counseling skills and techniques, 
this may be an avenue that we might pursue. 

A series of study skills seminars (“Smart Start Workshops”) was imple- 
mented at the ADC during the previous academic year. The results of this 
evaluation indicated that only about 20% of the students who came to ADC 
came to attend one or more of the workshops. Since one of the goals of the 
.\DC is to help students to become better learners, we are trying to attract a 
greater number of students to these workshops. We have altered the time 
schedule for workshops and have improved our advertising of topics, dates, 
and times in the hopes of attracting more students during this year. 

In soliciting recommendations from students regarding ways tliat the 
center might better meet their needs, students appeared most concerned about 
the times the center is open (normal business hours) and the length of the 
tutorial sessions (one hour). In response to these recommendations we are 
exploring the possibility of expanding the hours of operation to include 
evening hours during which tutoring will be offered as well as study skills 
presentations. We have also begun placing tutors in the residence halls dur- 
ing evening hours for high volume subject areas such as math and science. 

Based on student responses we plan to conduct further reviews regard- 
ing changes in the length of tutorial sessions and other services. However, 
the use of self-report data limits the findings because of what students are 
willing to tell under the conditions of data collection. It should be also noted 
that while self-report data provide a view of students’ perception of events 
and conditions, these perceptions may not be an accurate representation of 
events and conditions as they actually exist. Any question, no matter how 
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simple it may appear, may embarrass the person and encourage him or her 
to provide a socially desirable response (Fowler, 1988). However, self-re- 
ports that are elicited with care and interpreted with an understanding of the 
circumstances under which they are obtained are a valuable source of infor- 
mation (Ericsson & Simon, 1980, 1993). 

During the past few years we have made many changes at the ADC de- 
signed to assist students in improving their reading and study skills as well 
as their grades. Conducting this evaluation has helped us to evaluate these 
changes within the context of student needs and preferences and have pro- 
vided direction for changes that we hope to make in the future. In “Teaching 
and Today’s College Students,” Upcraft (1996) describes a student body that 
has changed dramatically from the students of twenty-five years ago. If we 
compare the students of twenty-five years ago with their predecessors of 
twenty-five additional years we.woula again find significant differences among 
them. Clearly, we could continue this comparison and find many differences 
between yesterday and today’s college student. Changes in American soci- 
ety and schooling are reflected in changing values, expectations, and the 
levels of preparation of the college students we serve. Maintaining an un- 
derstanding of the ways in which students are changing and what their needs 
are for academic support can help those involved in learning support to grow 
as service providers and to continually adjust and enhance their academic 
support systems. An on-going evaluation system, such as that implemented 
at the on-set of this study, can help to inform us about the changing needs 
of our student population and enhance our ability to meet these needs. 
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Appendix A. Academic Development Center 
Student Information Form 

Welcome to the Academic Development Center. Services proinded by the 
Center are available to all UM students free of charge. Completing this ques- 
tionnaire and the Learning & Study Strategies Inventory will take a few min- 
utes of your time, but will help us to provide the best possible assistance. 

1. Name: 2. Date of Birth: 

3- ID#: 4. Sex: Male Female 

5. Local Address: 

6. Permanent Address: 

7. Email Address: 

8. Local Telephone Number:-^^ Permanent Telephone Number: _ 

9. How did you hear about the Academic Development Center? 

10. Would you like to receive tutoring? Yes 

11. Would you like to participate in Supplemental Instmction? Yes 

12. Would you like to take a reading tesL^ Yes 

13. Would you like to participate in our Smart Start Workshops? Yes 

14. Would you like to attend our study skills workshops? Yes 

15. List the areas in which you feel you need academic assistance. 

Course Section Professor 



16. Describe any difficulties you are presently having at the University: 

17. First semester/year enrolled at UM?^ 

18. Enrollment Status.- Part-time Full-time 

19. Number of credits enrolled in this semester: 

20. Classification: Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior 

21. Major: Minor: 

22. Do you participate in clubs, social activities, Greek life, or athletics? 

Yes No If yes, which ones: 

23. What was the first English class you enrolled in at UM? 

ENG103 ENG105 ENG106 ENG107 Other: 

24. What was the first Math class you enrolled in at UM? 

MTH099 MTHlOl MTH103 MTH107 Other: 



No 

No 

No 

No 

No 
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25. Have you ever been tutored in the past* 
Tf yps whaf subjectt.s')? 


Yes 


No 


26. Have you ever taken TAL 191? 


Yes 


No 


27. Did you participate in a Freshman Program, 


Yes 


No 


e.g. FYI, Freshman Success, FEX, etc? 






Tf yeSj which program? 






28. Did you participate in a “Summer Bridge” program? 


Yes 


No 


29. Have you participated in a “Learning Community”? 


Yes 


No 



Thank you! 
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Appendix B. University of Miami Academic Development Center 
Student Satisfaction Survey 



Student Name: 



Student ID: 



Please help us to provide you with the best services possible by completing this 



survey. 



1. The services I received through . 
the Academic Development 
Center helped me to stay in school. 

2. I have more confidence in myself 
as a student now that I have- r , . , 
participated in programs offered 

at the Academic Development Center/ 

3. The Academic Development Center 
staff has been very supportive of me 
in my efforts as a student. 

4. The Academic Development Center 
staff is accessible whenever I need 
their assistance. 



Strongly 






Strongly 


Disagree 


Disagree 


Agree 


Agree 


1 


2 


3 


4 


1 


2 


3 


4 


1 


2 


3 


4 


1 


2 


3 


4 



5. I would recommend the following Academic Development Center services to 
other students: 



Individual Tutoring Program 


did not use 


I 


2 


3 


4 


Counseling Services 


did not use 


I 


2 


3 


4 


Mentoring Program 


did not use 


I 


2 


3 


4 


Academic Advisement 


did not use 


I 


2 


3 


4 


Financial Aid Assistance 


did not use 


I 


2 


3 


4 


Cultural Activities 


did not use 


I 


2 


3 


4 


Diagnostic Services 
Math, Reading and 


did not use 


I 


2 


3 


4 


Writing Instruction 


did not use 


I 


2 


3 


4 


Career Exploration 
Enrollment Assistance for 


did not use 


I 


2 


3 


4 


Graduate School 


did not use 


I 


2 


3 


4 


Smart Start Workshops 


did not use 


I 


2 


3 


4 


Reading and Study Skills 


did not use 


I 


2 


3 


4 


Disability Services 


did not use 


I 


2 


3 


4 


Academic Support Project 


did not use 


I 


2 


3 


4 


Supplemental Instruction 


did not use 


I 


2 


3 


4 
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Strongly 

Disagree Disagree 

6. My long-range planning skills have 
improved as a result of participating in 
services provided by the Academic 

Development Center. 1 2 

7. My organization skills have improved 
by participating in the services provided 

by the Academic Development Center. 1 2 

8. By participating in programs and 

services offered by the Academic Development 



Center I am more aware of University and 
community resources. (Such as, financial aid, 
daycare, student support services and 
disability services). 1 2 

9. I feel that two (2) hours per subject 

per week of tutoring time is sufficient. 1 2 

10. I feel that the quality (knowledge) of 

tutors is sufficient to meet my needs. 1 2 

11. I feel that my academic needs are 
being met through the Academic 

Development Center. 1 2 

12. I am a better student since 
participating in programs and services 
offered at the Academic Development 

Center. 1 2 



Strongly 
Agree Agree 



3 4 

3 4 



3 4 
3 4 
3 4 

3 4 
3 4 



13 . I feel my grades have, improved as a 
direct result of programs and services I 
have obtained from the Academic 

Development Center. 1 2 3 4 

14. Overall, I am satisfied with my 
experiences with the Academic 

Development Center. 1 2 3 4 
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Please provide as much description as possible for the following questions. 

15. My reason(s) for seeking services at the Academic Development Center is/are: 

16. The following courses, programs, or services have been most helpful to 
me: 

Because. . . 

17. My most valuable experience with the Academic Development Center 
has been: 

18. The following courses, programs, or services have been the least help- 
ful to me: 

Because. . . 

■ ^ 'u 

19. My suggestions for improving j±ie programs and services offered by the 
Academic Development Center include: 

20. Additionally, I would like to see a program/ service in the following area(s): 
Your opinion is important, thank you for your participation in this survey. 
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Abstract 

English Language Learners (ELI) are students whose native language is 
other than English and who are in the process of gaining prof iciency in En- 
glish. Eorthe past three years, undergraduate and graduate elementary edu- 
cation students have administered informal reading inventories and then de- 
veloped and implemented an instructional literacy program for elementary 
aged English Language Learners. One of the common patterns shared during 
subsequent instructional planning discussions was that many of the ELL stu- 
dents had a need for increased conceptual knowledge correlated to English vo- 
cabulary to aid comprehension. Since illustrations can be helpful in increas- 
ing the content understandingfor learners of English, a concentrated search 
effort and content analysis of concept or informational children ’s books was 
made. This article offers 14 criteria to consider when selecting children’s lit- 
erature to develop, extend, and/or reinforce conceptual knowledge, particu- 
larlv for ELL students. Two bibliographies of analyzed books meeting at least 
80 percent of the suggested criteria for 13 expository concept areas and 1 
narrative concept area are given in Appendices A and B. 



i 




F lavia*, a fourth grader, needs to learn English and concepts related to her 
new country, the United States, and her state, Florida. One of the topics 
studied in her fourth grade curriculum is her new state. Her teacher read S is 
for Sunshine, A Elorida Alphabet (Crane, 2000) that is illustrated in detail by 
Michael Glenn Monroe. At first Flavia was silent; gradually she began to 
participate. The book provided a visual image of concepts and vocabulary 
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ranging from A for alligator to U for an underwater aquarium where mana- 
tees are featured. 

Use of this picture book helped Flavia increase her geographic know- 
ledge and her English listening, speaking, and reading vocabularies. As Flavia’s 
knowledge increased, her teacher helped her make connections to the En- 
glish being heard and the corresponding written words. Next, Flavia drew 
her own illustrations that reflected her Floridian experiences including infor- 
mation she had gained from the book. She gradually produced contextual 
vocabulary orally and in writing with both her teacher and peers in ways 
that demonstrated her understanding. Over time, Flavia became more con- 
fident and conversant about her new'home and its environs. 

The continuum of processes Flavia’s teacher practiced is consistent with 
Krashen’s Monitor Theory (1982)1’ wfflch asserts that, especially in the early 
stages of learning a languagef=tfie learrierrriay need stimuli such as illustra- 
tions, gestures, and pantomimed Krashen also notes that children may ex- 
hibit a silent period when learning a new language. 

As the number of English Language Learners in school systems increases 
(Fleischman & Flopstock, 1993), educators must become more cognizant of 
specific processes such learners have and materials that might address iden- 
tified needs. During the past three years, undergraduate and graduate stu- 
dents in our program have administered more than 150 Informal Reading 
Inventories to third, fourth, and fifth grade students whose native language 
was not English as part of a university tutoring program. After the assess- 
ments were analyzed, the respective classroom teachers of each ELL student 
recommended two additional comparable students from their classrooms that 
could participate with the assessed student during the instructional time. It 
was felt that there would be more language interactions and team collabora- 
tion, if small groups could be formed for instruction rather than one-on-one 
tutoring was used. The university stud^ts were expected to plan and imple- 
ment at least three half-day instructional periods for the three students. In 
terms of English language competence, the children ranged from new arriv- 
als with little, if any, English knowledge to students who had been exposed 
to English in the school system for three or more years. The majority of the 
students came from homes where Spanish was the predominant language. 

As part of their course, the university students were asked to look for 
similarities and differences in the children’s assessments and reading perfor- 
mance during the instructional time. One similarity found among many of 
the children was that they could pronounce English words well but had dif- 
ficulty with vocabulary meanings, especially when illustrative aids were not 
present. Illustrations seemed to help the children make connections between 
concepts they already had learned in their first language and the new En- 
glish vocabulary (August & Hakuta, 1997; Eastern Stream Center on Resources 
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and Training, 1998; Peregoy & Boyle 2001). Illustrations also may help chil- 
dren understand concepts they encounter for the first time in their new en- 
vironment (Freeman & Freeman, 1994; Lessow- Hurley, J., 2000). 



Purpose of the Project 

Our work with English Language Learners led us to an interest in iden- 
tifying appropriate children’s books for these students. This project is an initial 
endeavor to establish criteria for selecting concept books for English Lan- 
guage Learners and to offer a bibliographic sampling of titles. The inclusion 
of informational picture books related to content being taught has been 
advocated in general (Galda, CuUinan, & Strickland, 1994; Freeman & Lehman, 
2001; Freeman & Person, 1998; Norton, 1992) and specifically for English 
Language. Learners (Gopaul-McNicol & Thomas-Presswood, 1998; Peregoy 
& Boyle, 2001; Perez & Torres-Guzman, 1996). 



Definition of Concept and 
Concept/Non-Fiction Literature 

The American Heritage Dictionary (1998) defines a concept as “a gen- 
eral idea or understanding, especially one derived from specific instances or 
occurrences.” Dale (1965) claimed concepts are learned best through direct, 
purposeful experiences and gave examples of concept progression through 
his “Cone of Experience” which ranges from direct, purposeful experiences 
to verbal symbols (p. 304). Vacca, Vacca, and Gove (2000) state that a con- 
cept is a “mental image of . . . anything that can be grouped together by 
common features or similar criteria — objects, symbols, ideas, processes, or 
events” and can be considered similar to schema (p. 281). This author be- 
lieves that the greater the degree of concept development, the greater the 
comprehension and relationship of known concepts to materials viewed, 
heard, and/or read. 

Concept books are non-fiction texts and offer illustrations, realistic pho- 
tographs, and/or other print media. A brief, accurate text helps to reinforce, 
and/or extend the understanding of a concept. Hall and Matanzo (1975) state 
that a “concept book is one which has as its purpose to inform, define, and/ 
or clarify ideas” (p.487). Peregoy and Boyle (2001) note that such books usually 
focus on one major concept and help to build “vocabulary, provide oppor- 
mnities for productive language use, and create opportunities for successful 
participation in classroom activities” (p. 225). The terms, informational books, 
non-fiction literature, or tradebooks, often are used synonymously to describe 
more detailed expository books where several concepts or a series of re- 
lated concepts are presented in greater depth, accompanied and enhanced 
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by the use of illustrations, photos, or other graphic representations which 
work in conjunction with the more detailed text. These books often feature 
chronological organization or another given sequence which should aid the 
understanding of the concept(s) being addressed (Freeman & Person, 1998). 



Criteria to Consider when Selecting Literature to 
Develop, Extend, and/or Reinforce Concepts 

Many children’s literature authorities (Cullinan & Galda, 1994; Hillm an 
1999; Huck, Hepler, & Hickman, 1993; Norton, 1999) have developed crite- 
ria to evaluate concept/informational books. Using this literature base as well 
as personal professional knowledge based on experience, fourteen criteria 
for content analysis were chosen. These are listed in Figure 1. 



Content Analysis Procedures 

Once the 14 criteria were, identified, a procedure for identifying quality 
and appropriate literature was developed. Recommendations of appropriate 
books were sought from children’s librarians, media specialists, and elementary 
teachers. In addition, recommendations published in professional books 
between 1990 and 2001 by children’s literature authorities were consulted. 
Present and past book reviews were also read in The Horn Book, the Read- 
ing Teacher, Language Arts, Book Links, The New Advocate, and Bookbird: A 
Journal of Lnternational Children’s Literature. 

From these resources, a pool of 975 titles was identified. To make this 
number feasible, the list was reduced to books published between 1980 and 
2001, which narrowed the recommended list to 786 books. A check was made 
to see which titles were accessible locally through library, school, and book- 
store collections and to determine which of the titles were part of a series. It 
was decided that one book in a series would be analyzed in depth. As a 
result, 306 books were assembled for analysis. 

In the rating process, a cross check was made to ascertain consistency 
in the decisions made by several raters. Ten concept/informational books 
were randomly selected from the assembled pool and were evaluated by 
three raters. Each of the 14 criteria were put on a grid and evaluated on a 
present/not present scale with page numbers and content documented. Prior 
to the analysis, the three evaluators agreed on an interpretive stance to guide 
their analysis of each item (Atkinson, Delamont, & Hammersley, 1988) by 
analyzing two additional randomly selected books together. After the 10 books 
were analyzed on the given criteria independently, a comparison of findings 
was made. There was an agreement of a rrimimum of 90 percent on the 
presence of each of the items in the analyzed books. 
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Findings 

Of the 306 concept/informational books read and evaluated, 94 books 
met 80 percent or greater of the criteria, with 56 books meeting 100 percent 
of the criteria. For those books meeting at least 80 percent but not 100 per- 
cent of the criteria (total: 38 books), the most frequent criteria not met were: 
“A non-stereotypic multicultural presence is evident in book” (number 3); 
and “Repetition and/or summary of major concepts using similar and appro- 
priate language are evident” (number 13). 

As the books were analyzed, 13 expository concept areas and one nar- 
rative concept area emerged. The expository areas are Animal Life: Land and 
Sea; Clothing; Cornmuriity/Farriilies/Traditioris; Environment/Earth; Language 
Development; Machines/Tools; Mathematics; Occupations; Plants and Trees; 
Senses and Body Concepts; Space/Skies; Transportation; and Weather. The 
narrative category. Adjusting to an English Speaking Environment, was in- 
cluded because a number of narrative books were found among the recom- 
mendations and contained many concepts related to learning a new language 
and culture. One example of the content analysis. The Great Animal Search 
(Young, 1994) is found in Figure 1. 

Figure 1. Criteria and Expository Content Analysis 

f or The Great Animal Search (Young, 1984). 

1. Topic reflects concepts teachers might expect English language learners 
to know or conceptual knowledge that would help them cope in/un- 
derstand new environment. Yes. 

The topic deals uHth more than one hundred animals around the world 
that many students from other cultures may be able to identify. North 
American animals are well represented in this book. 

2. Topic reflects concepts in many curricular/content areas/assessment pas- 
sages. Yes 

Animal knowledge often is expected by teachers and is addressed in many 
facets of the curriculum. 

3 . A non-stereotypic multicultural presence is evident in book. Yes 
More than 100 animals from such places as Florida swamps, the Arctic, 
Sahara Desert, Antarctica, and the Great Barrier Reef are included; a 
world map is given with photographs from many cultures that should help 
student self-identification and which do not overly exaggerate any given 
features. 

4. Book is attractively formatted and should interest students. Yes 
Pages feature a double-page spread thematic illustration with the border 
isolated and labeled ivith smaller illustrations of animals featured in the 
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Figure 1. Criteria and Expository Content Analysis (continued) 



larger composite illmtration. The format invites the learner to revisit the 
illustrations and discover more illustrated detail with each visit to the book. 

5. Illustrations/Photographs/Graphic representations and/or other media en- 
hance the understanding of the given concept(s) without using the writ- 
ten text initially. Yes 

The illustrations and photographs are the major means used for convey- 
ing information throughout the book. 

6. Illustrations/Photographs/Graphic representations and/or other media are 
accurate and correspond to any given text on same or adjoining page. 
Yes 

The labels for the animals and minimal text explanations correspond ex- 
actly and clearly to what is being pictured on a given page(s). 

7. Illustrations/Photographs/Graphic representations and/or other media 
show size, distance, and other relationships as needed. Yes 

The sizes of the animals portrayed in a composite illustration are accu- 
rate in true to life size comparisons as well as are the flora and fauna 
found in various parts of the world. 

8. Text information given is accurate. Yes 

The animals selected and labeled for the various areas of the world use 
names given in that locale. Labels are accurate, well placed, and written 
in lower case letters that would be the usual way the reader will encoun- 
ter the written form of the word. The directions given on the bordered 
search pages are simple and clear. For example, the reader might be asked 
to find three polar bears. Three polar bears are found along unth other 
animals in the illustration and correspond to the likeness of the polar bear 
found and labeled on the border. 

9- Text information given reflects current knowledge/issues related to 
concept(s). Yes 

The animals and facts presented for a given region reflect a thorough 
search of the majority of animals for that area and appear current. 

10. Language is written in a clear, understandable manner with few initial 
clauses. Yes 

No initial clauses are used and directions and other information are 
clearly stated and easily followed. 

11. Language and events in text are sequenced well with concepts building 
on one another or arranged to encourage thematic or categorical under- 
standings. Yes 

This is a definite strength. The book is thematically organized and should 
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Figure 1. Criteria and Expository Content Analysis (continued) 

help students put animals in geographic categories as well as zonal cat- 
egories such as desert animals or sea life. 

12. Examples or explanations are accompanied by illustrations/photographs 
and/or other media to explain or elaborate sub-concepts. Yes 

The illustrations convey most of the meaning of the text and are explana- 
tory and und^tandable by themselves. 

13. Repetition and/or summary of major concepts using similar and appro- 
priate language is evident; Yes 

Repetition is evident on each- composite double spread illustration with 
the border restating through illustration and labeling the specific con- 
cepts stressed for a given.g^gzapbic.area. Readers are actively engaged 
as they search for animalsdn^the composite and match them with a des- 
ignated animal in the border. Repetition is encouraged, as the reader 
needs to find a designated number of a given species between 3 and 12 
times depending on the animal in question. Answer keys are found for 
each of the search pages so the reader can self-check. A summary is given 
by the labeled world map on the final page that is accompanied by ac- 
tual photographs of the animals. 

14. The book is appropriate for an effective read-aloud. Yes 

It is effective fora small group that can gather around the book with only 
one double page spread used in a sitting as a teacher points to features of 
the area and pronounces key words that go with each concept. Readers 
can be guided through the searching game and the teacher can model 
how to use the pictorial answer key. As students learn the concepts and 
how they are pronounced, opportunities to do partner reading and search- 
ing with other students can encourage a student’s own aloud reading 
and active use of the given vocabulary. 



A suggested bibliography of the 88 expository books meeting at least 80% 
of the criteria is divided into 14 concept areas in Appendix A. If the selection 
is part of a series, the series’ name is given along with other titles in that series 
tliat were examined and appear to have comparable quality. An additional 214 
titles are included in the series’ title recommendations. Appendix B presents 
a suggested bibliography of six books meeting 80 percent or greater of the 
criteria that are written in a narrative style and contain many concepts with 
which En glis h Language Learners can identify. All entries also include the ISBN 
number to ease reference. These bibliographies are not finite, but recom- 
mended examples of titles as a selection resource that might encourage the 
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language development, concept knowledge, and self-confidence of English 
Language Learners. 

During the analysis, 212 of the examined books did not meet 80 percent 
of the specific 14 criteria. This does not indicate that these were not quality 
literature and appropriate for classroom use. However, these books may not 
be the most effective choices to use initially with English language learners. 
Many of the rejected titles may be appropriate for these students once their 
language proficiency dev^elops. The most frequent reasons for their rejection 
were their not meeting the following numbered criteria: 3) A non-stereo- 
typic multicultural presence is evident in the book; 5) Illustrations/Photo- 
graphs/Graphic representations and/or other media enhance the understand- 
ing of the given concept(s) without relying on the written text initially; 7) 
Illustrations/Photographs/Graphic representations and/or other media show 
accurate size/distance and other relationships as needed; 10) Language is 
written in a clear, understandable manner with few initial clauses; 13) Rep- 
etition and/or summary of major concepts using similar and appropriate lan- 
guage; and 14) The book is appropriate for an effective read-aloud so the 
relative language can be heard in locally pronounced ways and reinforced 
with given visual impressions. 



limitations 

The major limitation of the project is that only books available within an 
80-mile radius of our campus were used from the many books that were 
recommended. A second limitation is that we have not systematically ob- 
served the use of these books with English language learners. The next step 
of our project will be to use a selection of these books with an ELL popula- 
tion and observe students’ literature interactions, their language and concept 
progression, and their self-selection of expository literature. 

Summary and Recommendations 

English Language Learners have many strengths and needs; however, 
they do not necessarily lack the conceptual experience and knowledge ex- 
pected by many school districts. They simply may not know the English 
vocabulary related to their conceptual knowledge. Illustrations picturing a 
concept with a brief, clearly written text can be beneficial to such a learner. 
Concept/informational children’s literature can be one means to provide that 
assistance. 

Three recommendations for study would give further information about 
the selected criteria and literature. The first recommendation is to begin to 
use the books that have met the criteria with English Language Learners in 
order to observe children’s reactions to, retention of, and application of the 
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concepts presented. A second recommendation would be to share the se- 
lection criteria with teachers, librarians, media specialists, and others involved 
with English Language Learners and ask them to do two things. The first 
would be to apply the 14 criteria to additional concept-oriented books cur- 
rendy available at the school and to see if the criteria are effective and if all 
items are appropriate. The follow-up step would be to encourage their in- 
put to refine the list and to apply “their” list to additional literature selections. 
They also should be encouraged to replicate the process continuum (Krashen, 
1982) used by Flavia’s teacher. 

The third recommendation is to modify, delete, and add to die given list 
of identified literature. It is important to remember that this list is a suggested 
beginning and will be subject to change and additions as teachers use con- 
cept/informational literature with their students. In identifying additional lit- 
erature selections, it is recominended that one be open to including addi- 
tional subcategories as warranted.' 

It is important to ascertain, when possible, what concepts particular 
English Language Learners already possess and determine which literature may 
be appropriate in helping these students develop, reinforce, and/or extend 
their conceptual knowledge as well as their English language abilities. 

*At the request of parents, the first name of the student has been altered. 
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Books. ISBN: 0-87614-412-1. 

Environment/Eartb 

Baxter, N.(1997). Our uxmderfuh earth. Charlotte, NC: C. D. Stampley 
Enterprises, Ltd. ISBN: 0-9L574lp^-^ii^ 

Butler, D. (1990). Under the:groundlWL^2^^kee, WI: Garth Stevens 
ChUdren’s Books. ISBN: 0-8368-0507-0: 

Gibbons, G. (1992). Recycle: Ahandbook for kids. Boston: Little, Brown 
Co. ISBN: 0-316-30971-0. 

Gish, M., & Shaw, N. J. (1999). Fossils. Mankato, MN: Creative Educa- 
tion. ISBN: 0-88782-987-9. 

Pellant, C. (2000). The best book of fossils, rocks, and minerals. New York, 
NY: Kingfisher. ISBN: 0-7534-5274-x. 

Vbrova, Z. (1990). Mountains. New York, NY: Troll Associates. ISBN: 0- 

8167-1973-X. 

Language Development 

Aliki ( 1996 ). Hello! Good-bye!FiewYor\<i, NY: Greenwillow Books. ISBN: 
0-688-143342 LE. 

Boudart, J., Conway, B., & Harkrader, L. (1999). Picture dictionary. 
Lincolnwood, IL: Publications International, Ltd. ISBN: 0-7853-3507-2. 

Bryant-Mole, K. (1997). Is itheavy?lAi\w 2 iukee, WI: Gareth Stevens Pub- 
lishing. ISBN: 0-8368-1727-3. Other recommended titles in the Science- 
Buzzwords Series include Is it shiny?; Does it bounce?; Where is it? 

Crane, C. (2000). Sis for sunshine: A Florida alphabet. Chelsea, MI: Sleep- 
ing Bear Press. ISBN: 1-58536-012-0. Other recommended titles in this State 
Alphabet Series are B is for Buckeye: An Ohio Alphabet; L is for Lincoln: An 
Illinois Alphabet; M is for Mitten: A Michigan Alphabet. Additional state al- 
phabet books are forthcoming. 

Heller, R. (1990). Merry-go-round: A book about nouns. New York, NY: 
Grosser & Dunlap. ISBN: 0-448-40085-5. Other recommended grammar/con- 
cept related Heller books include Many luscious lollipops: A book about ad- 
jectives; Kites sail high: A book about verbs; A cashe of jewels and other col- 
lective nouns. 
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Hill, E. (1988). Spot’s big book of words/El libro grande de las palabras de 
Spot. New York, NY: Putnam’s Sons. ISBN: 0399-21689-8. 

Hoban, T. (1990). Exactly the opposite. New York, NY: Greenwillow 
Books. ISBN: 0-688-08862-7. Other recommended Hoban concept titles in- 
clude Big ones, little ones; A children’s zoo; Dig, drill, dump, fill, dots, spots, 
speckles, and stripes; I read signs, I read symbols, I walk and read; Is it larger? 
Is it smaller?; Is it red? Is it yellow? Is it blue?; Is it rough? Is it smooth? Is it 
shiny?; More than one; 1, 2, 3; Round & round & round; Shadows and reflec- 
tions; Shapes, shapes, shapes; 26 letters and 99 cents; What is it? 

Leventhal, D. (1994). What is your language? York, NY: Dutton 
Children’s Books. ISBN: 0-525-45133-1. 

Meider, T., & Goodman, M. (1992). Let’s learn Japanese picture dictio- 
nary. Lincolnwood, IL: Passport Books. ISBN: 0-8442-8494-7. Other recom- 
mended language picture didioii^esdhat like;^^ have the English counV 
terpart word' with each word in the other featured language are Let’s 
learn . . . Spanish, French, German, Italian, Portuguese, Hebrew. 

Mora, P. (1996). Uno, dos, tres; One, two, three. New York, NY: Clarion 
Books. ISBN: 0-395-67294-5. 

Panish, S. (1998). ABC of Australian wildlife. Archerfield BC, Queensland, 
Australia: Steve Parish Publishing. Other titles in the Nature Kids Australian 
Early Learning Collection include My first picture book of frogs; My first pic- 
ture book of dolphins; My first picture book of kangaroos; My first picture book 
of koalas; Australian wildlife; Australian birdlife; 123 of Australian wildlife, 
Australian sea life; Australian rainforest. 

Turner, G. (1986). New Zealand ABC. New York, NY: Penguin Books. 
ISBN: 0-14-050618-7. 

Wildsmith, B. (1997). Amazing world of words. Brookfield, CT: The 
Millbrook Press. ISBN: 00-7613-0045-7. 

Macbines/Tocjis 

Barton, B. (1987). Machines at work. New York, NY: HarperCollins Pub- 
lishers. ISBN: 0-690-04573-5. Other recommended Barton concept titles in- 
clude Bones, bones, dinosaur bones; Dinosaurs, dinosaurs; I want to be an 
astronaut; Airplanes; Boats; Trains; Trucks; Airport; Wheels. 

Bryant-Mole, K. (1997). Machines. Parsippany, NJ: Silver Press. ISBN: 0- 
382-39588-3. Other recommended titles in the Images series include Tools, 
Texture; Materials; Red, Yellow, Blue, and Green. 

Gibbons, G. (1990). How a house is built. New York, NY: Holiday House. 
ISBN: 0-8234-0841-8. Other recommended titles in Gibbons’ series include 
Monarch butterfly; Farming; Dinosaurs; Trains; Flying; Playgrounds; Tun- 
nels; Boat book; Tool book. 
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Hoban, T. (1997). Construction zone. New York, NY: Greenwillow Books. 
ISBN: 0-688-12285-X. 

Jennings, T. (1993). Cranes, dump trucks, bulldozers and other building 
machines. New York, NY: Kingfisher Books. ISBN: 1-85697-866-4. 

Richards, J. (1999). Farm machines: Look itiside machines to see how they 
work. Brookfield, CT: Copper Beech Books/The MUlbrook Press. ISBN: 0- 
7613-0906-3. Other recommended titles in the Cutaway, Look Inside Machines 
Series include Diggers and other construction machines; Fire fighters; Jetlin- 
ers; Racing cars; Space vehicles; Trains; Trucks. 

Mathematics 

Hoban, T. (1998). So many circles, so many squares. New York, NY: 
Greenwillow Books. ISBN: 0-688rl5l66-3. Another recommended concept 
title by Hoban is Animal, vegejqbley^or mineral. 

McMillan, B. (1991). IDivide and ride. New York, N\^: HarperCollins Pub- 
lishers. ISBN: 0-06-026777-1. Odier recommended titles in the MathStart Series 
include Too many kangaroo things to do; Give me half!; The best bug parade; 
Ready, set, hop. 

Pallotta, J., & Bolster, R. (1999). The Hershey’s milk chocolate fractions 
book. New York, NY: Scholastic Inc. ISBN: 0-439-13519-2. 

Occupations 

Deedrick, T. (1998). Teachers. Mankato, MN: Bridgestone Books. ISBN: 
1-56065-731-6. Other recommended titles in the Community Helpers Series 
include Astronauts; Bakers; Construction workers; Dentists; Doctors; Farm- 
ers; Fire fighters; Garbage collectors; Librarians; Nurses; Police officers; School 
bus drivers; Veterinarians; Zoo keepers. 

Maynard, C. (1997). Jobs people do. New York, NY/London: Dorling 
Kindersley (DK). ISBN: 0-7894-1492-9'. 

Ready, D.(1997). Doctors. Mankato, MN: Bridgestone Books. ISBN: 1- 
56065-509-7. A recommended title by Ready in the Community Helpers se- 
ries is Mail carriers. 

Schaefer, L. M. (2000). We need mail carriers. Mankato, MN: Pebble 
Books/Capstone Press. ISBN: 0-7368-0392-0. Other recommended titles in 
Our Community Series include We need dentists; We need doctors; We need 
farmers; We need fire fighters; We need nurses; We need police officers; We 
need veterinarians. 

Plants and Trees 

Bunting, E. (1994). Flower Garden. New York, NY: Harcourt, Brace & 
Co. ISBN: 0-15-228776-0. 

Burns, D. L. (1998). Trees, leaves, and bark. Milwaukee, WI: Gareth 
Stevens Publishing. ISBN: 0-8368-2043-6. Other recommended titles in the 
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Young Naturalist Field Guide Series are Birds, nests, and eggs; Caterpillars, 
bugs, and butterflies; Seashells, crabs, and sea stars; Snakes, salamanders, and 
lizards. 

Florian, D. (1991). Vegetable garden. New York, NY: Harcourt, Brace 
Publishers. ISBN: 0-15-293383-2. 

McMillan, B. (1988). Growing colors. New York, NY: Lothrop, Lee, & 
Shepard Books. ISBN: 0-688-07845. Other recommended titles by McMillan 
include Counting butterflies; Dry or wet?; Fire engine shapes. 

Wexler, J. (1987). Flowers, fruits, & seeds. New York, NY: Simon & Schuster 
Books for Young Readers. ISBN: 0-671-73986-7. 

Senses and Body Concepts 

James, R. (1995). Mouth. Vero Beach, FL: The Rourke Press, Inc. ISBN: 
1-57103-0. Other recommended titles from the Discovery Library Series in- 
clude Ears; Eyes; Feet; Hands; Nose. 

Kincaid, D., & Coles, P. (1983)" Touch and feel. Vero Beach, FL: The 
Rourke, Inc. ISBN: 0-86625-229-0. 

Sandeman, A. (1995). Breathing. Brookfield, CT: Copper Beech Books. 
ISBN: 1-56294-620-X. Other recommended titles from the Body Book Series 
include Bones; Eating; Senses; Babies; Blood; Brain; Skin; Teeth; Hair. 

Space/Skies 

Barger, S., Boren, S., & Johnson, L. (1985). Explore the world of space. 
Vero Beach, FL: Rourke Enterprises, Inc. ISBN: 0-86592-942-4. 

Gibbons, G. (1993). The planets. New York, NY: Holiday House. ISBN: 
0-8234-1040-4. 

Ingle, A. (1993). The glow-in-the-dark planetarium book. New York: 
Random House. 

Simon, S. (1987). Mars. New York, NY: Mulberry Books. Other recom- 
mended planet/sky titles in the Simon series include Saturn; Uranus; Jupn- 
ter; Stars; The sun. 

Transportation 

CoUicutt, P. (1999). This train. New York, NY: Farrar, Straus, Giroux. ISBN: 
0-374-37493-7. 

Gibbons, G. (1987). Trains. New York, NY: Holiday House. ISBN: 00- 
8234-0640-7. 

Morris, A. (1990). On the go. New York, NY: Lothrop, Lee, & Shepard 
Books. ISBN: 0-688-06337-3. 

Royston, A. (1998). Truck trouble. New York, NY: DK Publishing Co. 
ISBN: 0-7894-2958-6. 

Royston, A. (1998). Boats and ships. Des Plaines, IL: Heinemann Inter- 
active Library. ISBN: 157572170-8. 
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Tuxworth, N. (1998). Let’s look at things that go. New York, NY: Lorenz 
Books. ISBN: 1-85967-599-9. Other recommended titles in the Let’s Look At 
Series include Colors; Fruit; Numbers; Animals; Sizes; Opposites; Shapes; My 
home; Kitchen patterns; Mix and match; Flowers; Bodies; Flying machines; 
Animal homes; Growing bugs; Nature; Weather. 

Weather 

Butler, D. (1996). What happens when rain falls? Austin, TX: Steck Vaughn 
Company. ISBN: 0-81724151-5. Other recommended titles in the What Hap- 
pens When Series include What happens when fire bums?; Flowers grow?; 
Food cooks?; People talk?; Volcanoes erupt?; Wheels turn?; Wind blows? 

Schulevitz, U. (1998). Snow. New York, NY: Farrar, Straus, and Giroux. 
ISBN: 0-374-37092-3 - • i > ' 



Appendix B. Children’s Uteratiire. Concept 

Bibliographic Sv^estiotts; Narrative 

Adjusting to an English speaking environment: 

Aliki (1998). Painted words; Spoken memories. New York, NY: 
Greenwillow Books. ISBN: 0-688-15662-2. 

Bunting, E. (1996). Going home. New York, NY: Harper Collins Publish- 
ers. ISBN: 0-06-026297-4. 

Bunting, E. (1988). How many days to America, A Thanksgiving story. 
New York, NY: Clarion Books. ISBN: 0-89919-521-0. 

Levine, E. (1989). I hate English. New York: Scholastic. ISBN: 0-59042304-5. 
Say, A. (1993). Grandfather’s journey. Boston, MA: Houghton Mifflin 
Company. ISBN: 0-395-57035-2. 

Williams, K. L. (1991). When Africa was home. New York, NY: Orchard 
Books. ISBN: 0-531-08525-2. 
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Abstract 

This study investigated strategies preservice teachers used when research- 
ing using the Internet. Six college seniors in a reading methods course were 
the subjects for the study. The students were asked to conduct a think-aloud 
as they searched for sources. As they were searching, the students were 
prompted to talk about what they were doing and why they were doing it. 
After the think-alouds, students were asked several debriefing questions. The 
sessions were transcribed for data analysis. Data were coded based on social 
and cognitive strategies and were analyzed using the constant comparative 
method. Reliability was established an independent reader. Results indi- 
cated that students used five antithetical strategies.- describing their search 
requests flexibly yet accurately, filtering and evaluating content, becoming 
distracted and refocusing on topics, working alone and working together, and 
feeling in and out of control. Conclusions emphasize the need for new ways 
of thinking about researching using the Internet. 



T he purpose of this study was to determine the search strategies preservice 
teachers used as they researched using the Internet. During a research 
process using print sources, researchers make both social and cognitive 
decisions when locating and analyzing information (Flower, Stein, Ackerman, 
Kantz, McCormick, & Peck, 1990; Lenski, 1998). Currently, little is written 
about search strategies using the Internet. This study begins that investiga- 
tion by exainiriing the researching process of technologically experienced 
preservice teachers and identifying the key strategies they used. 



180 Celebrating the Voices of Literacy 



Background 

Conducting research is not merely an academic activity; it is an integral 
part of life. All of us respond to our natural curiosity by asking questions, 
forming hypotheses, gathering data, and drawing conclusions. Although 
researching is an activity in which all of us participate from time to time, 
there are skills and strategies that make researching more efficient and pro- 
ductive. Researching is usually comprised of the following strategies: gener- 
ating a research question; locating and evaluating information; selecting, 
organizing, and synthesizing information; and conveying the findings to the 
appropriate audience (Spivey, 1997). Researchers, however, do not always 
move through the steps in the research process in order because the steps in 
researching are individual. Students may go through the research process in 
a linear progression, they may spiral back through the research stages, or 
they may move through the res^idi recursively (Lenski & Johns, 1997). 

Each researching situation is different, and the context of research and stu- 
dents’ preferences influence the manner in which they proceed through the 
stages of research. 

As students research, they apply social and cognitive strategies to an- 
swer their research questions (Flower, Stein, Ackerman, Kantz, McCormick, 
& Peck, 1990; Lenski, 1998). Among the social strategies are students’ per- 
sonal interests and the amount of time they have to decide on a research 
topic. Students also apply cognitive strategies as they research. Cognitive 
strategies can be divided into two types: process and content. Process strat- 
egies consist of understanding the steps to take when researching. An ex- 
ample of a process strategy is the ability to locate sources. Content strategies 
consist of strategies that enable the researcher to find content that answers 
research questions. An example of a content strategy is the ability to find a 
source that has appropriate information. The research about the use of so- 
cial and cognitive strategies that students use when researching has been 
conducted using print sources. Now, however, many students use the Internet 
as they gather information to answer research questions. 

Gathering information has changed substantially with the advent of the 
Internet and other electronic sources. Many of today’s students have hours 
of experiences researching on the Internet and feel most comfortable when 
searching for information using a computer (McKenzie, 1998; Tell, 1999/2000). 
Other students have had few computer experiences. Teachers also have dif- 
fering degrees of Internet experience. We are truly living in a time of overlap 
(Birkerts, 1994). We do not know to what extent Internet research will re- 
place research using print sources, but the trend has begun. 

New technologies are in the process of taking the place of older tech- 
nologies, but in many cases instmctional methods have not yet changed 0ones, 
1999). Researching using print sources has been a difficult strategy to teach. 
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When researching, students are expected to locate appropriate information 
while reading complex texts and to transform that information into a new 
text. As new technologies are introduced in schools, the researching process 
may become even more complex. Therefore, it is a mistake to apply old 
ways of thinking about research to the newer technologies (Anderson*Inman 
& Reinking, 1998; Jones, 1999; Mayer, 1997). 

One of the reasons why applying research strategies using print texts to 
Internet research is inappropriate is because of the differences between print 
texts and Internet texts. When reading a print source, readers recognize the 
progression of ideas from beginning to end. Print sources, by their very nature, 
are linear. Even if a reader scans an article reading bits and pieces, the text 
exists in a linear format. Some authors of print texts have made an attempt 
to mirror hypertext, such as the novel House of Leaves (Danielewski, 2000). 
This book, however, illustrates the difficulty in making major format changes 
to a book; print sources are inescapably linear. 

Internet sources are not linear, but are multilinear (Bolter, 1998). 
Multilinear texts have no clear beginnings or endings. Because Internet sources 
are linked to other sources and sites can be entered through other sites, there 
are no clear beginnings or endings of Internet texts. In fact “the presumption 
of reading to the end is replaced by the expectation that the reader will ‘ex- 
plore’ and ‘surf to follow the links” (Mitra & Cohen, 1999, p. 186). Internet 
texts, therefore, are quite different from texts students have traditionally used 
to conduct research. 

Because Internet texts are different from print texts, the role of the reader 
is changing. Readers play a more active role in reading when using the 
Internet. Not only do readers construct their own meaning while reading, 
they actually create their own texts. Since readers of Internet texts can enter 
sites in different ways, Internet texts are not bounded by the covers of a 
book. Readers, therefore, can “explode” the meaning of texts (Mitra & Cohen, 
1999) by linking to various companion sites. The more active participation 
of the reader changes the text from reader to reader. Therefore, the role of 
the reader as constructor of meaning shifts toward the traditional role of the 
writer, the composer of meaning. 

Another difference between Internet texts and print texts is the texts’ 
accessibility. Internet texts are merely a keystroke away from a searcher unlike 
print sources which are housed in libraries all over the world. Students con- 
ducting research have great amounts of information available to them sim- 
ply by conducting a search on the Internet. The Internet provides access to 
numerous sources including texts, graphics, photos, and moving images. 
Sources for this information can include libraries, governmental agencies, 
private agencies, businesses, and individuals (Ryder & Graves, 1996/1997). 
Since anyone can publish information on the Internet, the sources students 
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locate may or may not have accurate and unbiased information in them. 
Because of the availability of information on the Internet, researchers need 
to use evaluative strategies more often than students using print documents 
(McKenzie, 1998). 



Methodology 

Procedures 

This study takes a case study approach using a think-aloud protocol 
analysis, open-ended questions, debriefing interviews, and audiotaping. I 
decided to use a case study approach so that I could closely study individual 
students during the time they conducted research. A case study is a “bounded 
system” (Stake, 1988) where researchers, can observe, record, and describe 
behaviors as they exist. Since U^e- or^no-research has described the strate- 
gies researchers make as they ' search- electronic sources, a case study ap- 
proach is the most appropriate type of research to provide general informa- 
tion to answer the research que^on. 

Preservice students from a reading methods class located in a suburban 
area of a large metropolitan center were invited to take part in the study. 
Students were asked to determine their facility with searching on the Internet 
as experienced, novice, and inexperienced. Of the 28 students in the class, 
10 students identified themselves as experienced researchers. Six of these 
preservice teachers volunteered to participate in the study. 

I gave the participants a general topic for their search: teaching Internet 
research strategies in schools. The reason I gave students a research topic 
rather than having them search self-selected topics was that search strategies 
are dependent on the depth and width of the topic. Furthermore, the partici- 
pants in the study were members of inquiry groups in the larger class. Dur- 
ing the weeks of the study, inquiry groups were investigating reading/writ- 
ing connections. The participants of this study used their experiences and 
reflections about the research process as information for their inquiry groups. 

Before the study began, students were given a think-aloud protocol that 
was modeled after the research conducted by Flower, Stein, Ackerman, Kantz, 
McCormick, and Peck (1990). Students were asked to talk about their ac- 
tions as they researched and to describe their reasons for their actions. To 
practice the think-aloud, the students were given approximately 30 minutes 
to research a topic while they practiced thinking aloud and speaking into 
individual tape players. As the students searched, I occasionally asked them 
for further explanations. Students continued with the think-alouds until they 
felt comfortable with the activity. 

The participants were then given three 45-minute sessions during class 
to conduct their research with the option of a fourth session. Class was con- 
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ducted in an elementary school building that had been converted to a build- 
ing housing a university classroom, computer labs, and offices for a school 
district’s central staff. Students were allowed to work at individual comput- 
ers that were located in unused rooms or in one of the two computer labs. 
All of the students choose to work in a computer lab, and all finished the 
project after three sessions. I conducted debriefing interviews directly after 
each session using a protocol adapted from Tierney, Soter, and O’Flahavan 
(1989) and McGinley (1992). During these interviews, I asked the following 
questions: 

1 . How did you feel as you conducted research using the computer? 

2. How do you think this type of researching is different from using 
only print sources? 

3. Think back to your searching. What else were you thinking as you 
searched for sources? 

4. "What have you learned from the activity that you just completed? 

5. What is a metaphor for the activity you just completed? 

D€!ta Analysis 

The data were transcribed and analyzed using qualitative data analysis. 
The think-aloud data were used as primary units of analysis and the responses 
to the debriefing interview questions served as secondary data sources. The 
coding scheme was based on a unit of analysis called a think-aloud utter- 
ance (Kamberelis & Scott, 1992). Think-aloud utterances are comprised of 
those words spoken aloud by students that are preceded and followed by a 
period of silence. 

The coding was developed based on the constant comparative method 
of qualitative data analysis (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). After each session, I read 
the data looking for social and cognitive categories that described the themes 
and threads of the data. I listed temporary categories, and after successive 
sessions and additional data, I added more categories. Further readings of 
data confirmed or disconfirmed categories. Interrater reliability was accom- 
plished by asking an independent rater to review the protocol transcripts 
and to critique the coding scheme. Suggestions from the independent rater 
were incorporated into data analysis. 



Results and Discussion 

The results of the study indicated that students used antithetical strate- 
gies as they searched. They used three pairs of cognitive strategies. First, 
students described their search requests flexibly yet accurately in order to 
locate web site listings. Once they found web listings, students rapidly fil- 
tered the sites by deciding which ones included content which applied to 
their topic. While quickly filtering sites, however, students also evaluated the 
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legitimacy of the sites. During this filtering and evaluation process, however, 
they became distracted by advertisements and other interesting sources and 
had to continually refocus on their research questions. During their research, 
students also used social strategies. They worked independently yet easily 
collaborated with one another, and they ranged from feeling in total control 
to feeling helpless. 

Describing Search Requests Flexibly Yet Accurately 

The first step in Internet research is to locate sources. Internet sources 
are indexed in two ways: by hierarchical subject directories, such as Yahoo, 
and by search engines such as Alta Vista or Excite (Pierson, 1997). Sources 
from these indexes are accessed by inputting search strings using key words 
about the topic. The search strings call up indexed web sites that have the 
words used in the search. According to technology experts, surfing is “quite 
simple” (Bitter & Pierson, 1999). The students in this study, however, did not 
find surfing the Internet simple at all. 

All of the students began their searches by accessing a search engine 
and typing in a search string. Some of the students used criteria for their 
choice of search engines as exemplified by Ann’s (names are pseudonyms) 
comments: “The first thing I entered is www.InfoSeek.com. It will give me 
more information for research, I think, than any other search engine.” None 
of the students successfully found appropriate web sites after their initial 
search. All of the students rephrased their search strings and continued search- 
ing for hits using their initial search engine. They added words to their 
searches, changed the order of words, and revised searches several times. 
Matt explains his initial attempts at searching during the think-aloud: “Now 
I have Yahoo on the screen. For my search topic I am going to type in ‘re- 
search.’ Okay, according to this it has 702 categories and 26120 sites for 
research. ... So I need to narrow this down. . . . Instead of just ‘research’ I 
am going to type in ‘teaching research’ and see what I get.” 

Three students accessed search directories before continuing their 
searches. Cassie narrowed her search in Yahoo. She noted, “I made a mis- 
take of searching all of Yahoo. So let’s see what comes up if we just search 
‘education.’” Christa changed her search engine immediately. As students 
continued researching, they moved from one search engine to another, some- 
times based on nothing more than whim. Ann stated, “I am sick of Yahoo, 
so we are going to a different search engine just because I feel like it.” 

During the inputting of search strings, the students found that they needed 
to think flexibly about their topics, rearranging words until they found a match. 
By comparison, during their experimentation of search strings, the students 
found that they needed to be totally accurate in their search requests. Treva, 
for example, noted, “We are going to find a web page, then we are going to 
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type in ‘researching on the Internet.’ Then I press search. I spelled ‘research’ 
wrong, only one ‘a’ not two. Search again.” The students, therefore, found 
that they needed to describe their search requests flexibly yet accurately. 

Filtering and Evaluating Sources 

According to recent sources, the Internet contains over one billion sites 
(Williams, 2000). Because of the sheer volume of sources on the Internet, 
even using search directories and indexes can make the task of researching 
overwhelming. As Sudweeks and Simoff note, “the average Internet user is 
often overwhelmed by the variety and vast amount of information and has 
difficulty processing and selecting the relevant information” (1999, p. 32). 
The researchers in this study used two strategies to find information for their 
project: rapid filtering of sources and evaluating the source’s legitimacy. 

As students filtered sources, they either sampled a few key sources or 
they eyeballed their entire list. When their search resulted in many matches, 
several of the students loaded the first three or four sites that had been iden- 
tified as most closely related to their search request. For example, Cassie stated, 
“Oh, there are 50 sites. Let’s check the first three.” A second strategy they 
used was to “eyeball” the list for potentially relevant sites. One of Ron’s search 
requests yielded 6,642 sites. He stated, “I mean if it is six thousand different 
sites, you might have to just eye through them all to find one that you are 
looking for.” 

Once students selected sites to access, they used flexible reading strate- 
gies to determine whether the site had potential as a research source and 
should be downloaded for a more careful reading. Ron described his read- 
ing strategy as follows: “You can scan or skim or use all those other flexible 
reading skills to figure out if this is what you really need.” 

As students skimmed sites for relevancy, however, they also applied 
evaluative reading skills to determine the authenticity of the site. The stu- 
dents discussed their awareness of the lack of editorial control on most Internet 
sites. Treva stated, “You kind of got to read through the fluff and you don’t 
necessarily know it is right because maybe there are not as many regulations 
on the Internet as there are for print sources.” As students skimmed sites, 
they looked at the site’s date and publisher, and they noticed authors who 
published more than one source about tlie same topic. During her search 
for sites, Treva reflected, “Last updated November 11, 1999. Oh, hey, that’s 
pretty recently.” As Ron searched for sites, he noted the publisher of the site, 
“I just looked under research, centers for research for learning and teaching. 
I believe this is a University of Michigan web site.” 

As Ron continued searching, he found several sites authored by the same 
person. During this portion of Ron’s think-aloud, he indicated awareness of 
several aspects of authorship. He noticed the publisher and the copyright 
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date, he considered contacting the author, and he actively searched for ad- 
ditional sources with a new point of view. After accessing the first of several 
Ernest Akerman sources, Ron said, “Okay, this is a Circle A production, copy- 
right 1997 , Ernest Akerman. Maybe we should call him.” After accessing 
additional web sites he stated: 

This Ernest Ackerman guy and Karen Harman are really all into this 
stuff. Let’s see. Okay, here are some more articles. Guess who wrote iL^ 
Karen Harman and Mr. Ackerman. I just went back and I ended up at 
the site I was looking at before. Oh brother, there are more books. 
Okay, more books by Ernest C. Ackerman, department of computer 
science, Mary Washington College. Is that where he is from? I just clicked 
on how to get a copy. Popular guy this Ackerman person. I am wait- 
ing. Come on, Ackerman. Let’s go back. All right, let’s find out what 
somebody else has to say. Researching on theintemetby Robin Rolena. 
I hope that is a woman, because that would be interesting. 

Becoming Distracted and RefocMsing on (Content 

There is no doubt that researching on the Internet is different from re- 
search using print sources. Sudweeks and Simoff (1999) describe the differ- 
ences between the two types of researching by emphasizing the differences 
between the two types of texts. Print sources have traditionally been located 
by following a linear search: searching card catalogs and indexes, locating 
sources, and reading sources. Internet sources are different. A linear search 
is not the most efficient way to locate texts on the Internet, and Internet texts 
themselves are not linear. Sidweeks and Simoff explain, “In contrast to the 
traditional linear search among the shelves of books in a library, the Internet 
user follows a weblike nonlinear search in which most pages emphasize eye- 
catching designs and attention-grabbing movement rather than a sequential 
and logical presentation of information” (1999, P- 31). The students in this 
study found that as they researched, they were often distracted by the non- 
linear aspects of web sites, and they needed to refocus on their projects. 

At times students were also distracted by advertisements that popped 
up on their screens. Even though they were aware of the misleading nature 
of these advertisements, they were drawn to the distractions. Ron, for ex- 
ample, was distracted when his name appeared on the screen. He stated, 
“Whoa, on the bottom of this page it says, ‘Ron, click here,’ and since that is 
my name, I think I have to.” Other students were distracted by news head- 
lines that appeared on their screens. Ann is an example. During researching 
she interrupted her work to say, “Oh no, a small jet crashed in South Dakota 
and five are killed. Top stories for today. That is terrible.” The students were 
also distracted by details reported by the web sites as illustrated by Cassie’s 
comment: “Oh, we have visitor 41495 which is good to know, I suppose.” 
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Students were also distracted by sites that personally interested them 
and sites that they thought would be useful for them as classroom teachers, 
such as math flash cards, Harry Potter web sites, and lesson plans. Since 
accessing linked sites is so easy on the Internet, students found themselves 
lured by the appeal of many sites. Christa summed up the differences be- 
tween using print sources and searching on the Internet as follows: “Research- 
ing on the Internet is very distracting sometimes. So many things [are] on the 
Internet and everything is so colorful and looks so cool that you wind up 
getting off your topic and finding so many different things.” 

Working Alone and WorkingXogetber 

Computer networks ^^jS^cial networks, places where a set of p>eople 
are connected by a set of- social relations (Garton, Haythomthwaite, & 
Wellman, 1999). Experts Qi^thelnternet recognize that the Internet has been? 
characterized as a “netwoikediconsciousness.” On the other hand, Costigan 
(1999) states that the idea of . the Internet being a networked consciousness 
is “an idea that requires a. “we’ that does not exist” (p. xx). Since researching 
is also a social process (Lenski, 1998), an interesting finding from this study 
indicated that students made what would be considered a solo endeavor 
into a collaborative process in three ways: the students included computers 
in their social network by personifying the computers, they discussed per- 
sonal ideas with each other while waiting for their computer, and they shared 
knowledge about appropriate sites with each other. 

Researching seems to be an individual process, but students personified 
their computers in such a way that they assigned the computers partnership 
in their research. During,, researching, students talked to their computers 
politely, thanking their computers for loading files, and vilifying computers 
for being slow. For example. Matt said, “For some reason this computer is 
not agreeing with me right:now. This is horrible. I don’t know if this com- 
puter just doesn’t like me or what.” Four students verbally blamed the com- 
puter for the slowness of processing, and they left their computers for what 
they hoped would be faster computers. Since all of the computers in die lab 
had the exact same specifications, no one computer worked faster than any 
other. However, two students tried out three different computers in one re- 
search session. Another way students personified computers was by using 
the first person pronoun “we” during think-alouds when the computer and 
the student were searching. For example, Treva said, “We are going to go to 
Infoseek.com. A file came up. I’m reading a list of entries.” 

When researching on the Internet, students were place-bound. They used 
keystrokes to locate sources rather than moving to library shelves as they 
would when researching print sources. Since the students were sitting in front 
of a computer, they spent much of their time waiting for sites to load. While 
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waiting, the students talked with their fellow researchers and with other stu- 
dents in the computer lab. They engaged in several short communications 
about personal events. For example, while waiting for her computer to load, 
Cassie said, “Okay, I am back, having my lovely conversation with Ann about 
the boys in her high school and whether or not they were dateable.” Con- 
versations also encompassed educational topics. For example, Ann told Treva 
about a web site that she thought would be useful in the classroom. Treva 
noted that it was easy to become distracted from research. She stated, “It 
was very easy to get pulled aside to talk to other people that were around in 
the computer lab, away from what I was doing.” 

The conversations in which students engaged during their researching also 
included sharing appropriate web sites about their topic of research. Students 
discussed the effectiveness of search- terms, and asked each other if they had 
found any interesting sites. They'^^ discussed the usefulness of the sites they 
had loaded. Occasionally, they printed out information for each other. They 
seemed completely comfortable sharing iriformation, a collaborative strategy 
rarely found when students conduct research using print sources (Lenski, 
1998). One reason why students were more comfortable collaborating when 
researching using the Internet may be because Internet researching might be 
analogous in students’ minds to other types of computer play. Researching 
using print sources may trigger thoughts of schoolwork, which is typically 
completed alone. Another reason why students may have engaged in more 
collaborative talk could be because of the ease in sharing information by 
printing useful material. When using print sources, it is not as easy to share 
a book as it is on computer because it is far easier to press a key to print a 
document than to take a book to a copy machine to make duplicate copies. 

Feeling In and Out of Control' 

Researching can evoke intense emotions. For example, Kuhlthau (1988) 
investigated the research process of high school students who were research- 
ing print sources and found that students ranged from feeling frustrated to 
feeling relieved. The students in this study conducting research using the 
Internet also experienced intense emotions. Christa illustrated the heightened 
emotions she had when searching on the Internet by describing Internet 
research like “running your head into a brick wall, but other times it’s just 
like heaven.” Students in this study ranged from feeling in total control to 
feeling out of control. 

When researching using the Internet, the students seemed to be giving 
control over the process to the computer. All of the students expressed ex- 
treme frustration when the computer did not access their commands quickly. 
Matt said, “This, of course, is loading really slow, slowly, slowly. I am wait- 
ing. Maybe another year this page will load.” 
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At times certain sites couldn’t be loaded. For example, Ann discussed a 
situation where a site that she thought would be useful could not be dis- 
played. Ann stated sarcastically, “Of course, the best one doesn’t come up. 
Typical for use of the Internet. There is an error trying to find the file. I take 
it you have to be of the elite to visit this place.” Cassie summed up the feel- 
ings many students had; “I learned I am not very patient when it comes to 
using the Internet.” 

The research process was not always fmstrating. Students also were 
thrilled and excited when they found a source that could be used in their 
project or that was of interest to them. For example, when Ron found a site 
about researching on the Internet, he said, “I am going to look into this. I 
think this could be very useful, not only for myself but for students.” Stu~ 
dentsswere equally enthusiastic when they found sites that interested them 
personally. For example, when Ann found a web site on the Civil War that 
was of interest to her she said, “Oh this is great! Civil War Resource of the; 
World Wide Web and since I am such a fan I am going to have to write this 
one down too. Look at the great things you come across when you are on 
the Internet.” 

Why were these students so enthusiastic, yet so impatient and fmstrated? 
One reason may be because students gave control to the computer by virtue 
of their physical actions. When researching using print sources, students move 
to reference books, library shelves, and computer catalogues. During this 
movement, students are taking a proactive stance; they are acting on their 
environment rather than being held hostage to a machine that may or may 
not work quickly. On the other hand, researching on the Internet can be very 
efficient. Treva compared researching on the Internet to researching using print 
sources. She said, “If I find a whole list of ten things here then I can just click 
on them real fast and see if I want to use them. I don’t have to mn all over 
the library to ten different places to find each one, just to figure out that it is^ 
not useful. So it can be a lot faster, and it can also be just as fmstrating.” 

Metaphors for Netsearching 

The Internet has been characterized by metaphors. It’s called the Web, 
which brings to mind images of intersecting and far-reaching lines. The Internet 
has also been called an electronic frontier (Jones, 1999) since it is the most 
popular unbounded system of the 21st century. Another popular metaphor 
for the Internet is an information highway. While these metaphors are useful 
in illustrating an abstract idea, Jones (1999) suggests that the current meta- 
phors for the Internet have caused narrow thinking about the realities of the 
potential of the Internet in our society. 

I asked the students who participated in this study to consider meta- 
phors for researching on the Internet. Each student was asked to think of a 
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metaphor during the debriefing sessions that followed each of the research- 
ing sessions. Some of the students offered more than one metaphor during 
individual interviews, and students occasionally could not think of any meta- 
phors. Students suggested a total of 12 different metaphors from the debrief- 
ing sessions. Their ideas fell into two categories, metaphors illustrating the 
difficulty of searching for specific sites and metaphors for feeling overwhelmed 
by the amount of information available on the Internet. 

The most popular metaphor that students stated was searching for a 
needle in a haystack. Three of the students mentioned this metaphor at least 
once during the debriefing interviews. Other similar metaphors that illustrated 
the difficulty in searching for specific sites were: an investigator looking for 
clues, searching through a pile of fruiti looking for the perfect one, and look- 
ing for an ant in a field. Through these metaphors students were highlight- 
ing one of the frustrations of' their' initi^* stages of searching. After students 
entered a search, they often received hundreds (or thousands) of hits. They 
needed to rapidly filter through these hits in order to find one appropriate 
web site which could link to other related sites. Therefore, when students 
thought of the researching process, they thought of the difficulties in finding 
that first good site. Treva explained: “Researching on the Internet is like looking 
for an ant in a field. But if you’re looking for an ant, actually you want a lot 
of ants. If you’re lucky enough to find one ant, more than likely he will lead 
you to the whole hill of ants. That is what you are looking for, but first you 
have to be lucky to find one ant.” 

The second category of metaphors illustrated the students’ frustration 
with the amount of information available to them during their research pro- 
cess. Cassie described researching on the Internet as follows: “It’s like driv- 
ing through a fog. If you are in your carand you are driving through a fog, 
you are not sure where you are. You are looking very carefully to stay on 
your side of the road, to look for street signs, or any kind of landmark that 
might continue to head you in the right direction. Hopefully, at some point, 
the fog just sort of lifts and everything becomes clear. I was hoping that at 
some point the fog would lift on my computer and I would discover a head- 
ing to look for a site that would give me a ton of other links.” Matt described 
the Internet as being at the center of a web with no limitations as to where 
to go, and Ann said, “I am in a sea of information.” Ann also provided the 
most unusual metaphor. She said, “I think searching on the Internet is like 
life because you can’t figure it out... because it is going to keep you on your 
toes for the rest of your life.” 
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Condusions and limitations 

Research using the Internet will become an important part of the learn- 
ing lives of our students. As more students become connected to the Internet, 
researching on the Internet will most likely replace research using print sources 
and become an important aspect of being literate. Being literate depends on 
being proficient in the skills and strategies necessary in a given culture 
(Warschauer, 1999), and facility with Internet researching is already required 
in many work situations (Mendrinos, 1997). Therefore, as educators, we need 
to understand how to research using the Internet, and, as we learn, we need 
to teach students to become agile researchers. As Christa said, “Maybe that is 
what we need to focus on, you know, teaching better ways, more effective 
ways of using the Internet to research.” 

The premise of this study was that researching using the Internet is dif- 
ferent from researching using print sources just as reading hypertext is different 
from reading books. The conclusions of the study indicated that the students 
who researched using the Internet used cognitive and social strategies that 
seemed unique to Internet research. This study, of course, is limited by sev- 
eral factors. First, Internet use was still fairly new to the participants in this study 
even though they considered themselves to be experienced with Internet 
research. A study of more adept Internet researchers may reveal different con- 
clusions. A second limitation is the use of a case study. The conclusions of the 
study may provide a starting point for theory building, but they cannot be 
generalized at this point. Finally, the strategies used by these preservice teach- 
ers may not be useful for developing instruction for students in elementary 
and secondary school. Future studies of Internet researchers should be con- 
ducted to continue to develop knowledge about Internet research strategies. 
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Abstract 

Teacher educators in literacy aim to prepare reflective practitioners, and 
the use of teaching inquiry projects with preservice teachers may facilitate this 
goal. Using a model of action research wherein the preservice teacher identi- 
fies a challenge, confirms the challenge, intervenes ivith a plan, and under- 
stands the impact, the researcher worked with two groups of preservice teach- 
ers on teaching inquiry projects. The researcher collected data from journals, 
field notes from class sessions, interviews, focus groups, and project presenta- 
tions. These data were analyzed using the constant comparative method to 
identify themes. The findings indicate that the preservice teachers enhanced 
their knowledge bases and experienced transformations from student to 
teacher in conjunction with their teaching inquiry projects. The teaching 
inquiry projects influenced the preservice teachers’ future plans in teaching 
specific aspects of literacy related to their projects. Analysis also revealed “holes” 
in professional knowledge and preparation to teach literacy, as perceived by 
the preservice teachers. 



Introduction 

A major goal of teacher preparation is to promote reflection and inquiry 
into teaching and learning (Goodlad, 1990, 1997). Traditionally, research on 
teaching has been completed by university faculty who worked in K-12 class- 
rooms to answer their own questions. Recently, a trend toward classroom- 
based, teacher research has arisen as teachers move toward answering their 
own questions about their own teaching (Lytle, 2000). As teacher education 
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programs seek to find meaningful ways to help preservice and inservice teach- 
ers reflect, connect theory and practice, and implement effective instruction, 
action research provides a promising option (Dinkleman, 1997; Rearick & 
Feldman, 1999). 

Much has been written in the literature about how action research influ- 
ences teachers who engage in it (Lytle, 2(XX)). These outcomes include change 
in theoretical orientation, practice, and professional development (Cochran- 
Smith, 1994). Lytle (2000) asserts that most action research promotes change 
in classroom practice for the individual teacher completing the research rather 
than influencing the field in general^'. In this process, the teacher examines 
his/her own beliefs about teaching;astwell as classroom teaching practices 
in liglit of findings of the actiom research; In addition, as teachers situate their 
action research projects in. the related literature, they begin to make theory 
to practice connections related tO"their 'own classrooms (Cochran-Smith & 
Lytle, 1993). " 

A promising route to promoting connections between theory and prac- 
tice is the use of professional, development schools. Within professional 
development schools (PDS), preservice teachers, university professors, and 
school-based educators work collaboratively to improve the quality of 
preservice teacher education, professional development for inservice teach- 
ers, and teaching and learning in schools (Holmes, 1990). While professional 
development schools are touted as one of the most promising practices for 
improving teacher education, a modest amount of research has been con- 
ducted in this area since participants tend to be so busy establishing and 
maintaining the PDS sites that little times remains to conduct related research 
(Elish-Piper & Milson, 2000). Furthermore, limited research has been done 
to document how preservice teachers come to know, understand, and en- 
gage in reflective practice in the area of literacy within PDS contexts. 

Research Contexts 

Two groups of preservice teachers participated in the research project. 
These preservice teachers, called the interns, worked in a well-established 
professional development school. One group participated in the Fall of 1999 
and the other in the Fall of 2000. The interns participated in integrated meth- 
ods courses at the university wherein instructors team-taught some classes, 
and collaborative assignments were completed across courses (e.g., literacy 
portfolio to connect reading, language arts, and tests and measurements 
courses; content area reading strategy lesson to connect reading, language 
arts, science, and/or social studies courses). Another connection was made 
by the reading methods instructor who also served as the university super- 
visor for the clinical experience. A team of clinical faculty (master teachers in 
the district) worked with the university supervisor to provide support, assis- 
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tance, and feedback for interns during their clinical experiences. In addition, 
the university and school district collaborated to create integrated thematic 
units to serve as models in the methods courses and to be taught in the dis- 
trict. All cooperating teachers participated in a summer workshop to learn 
about the experiences the interns would have in the coming fall, as well as 
to contribute to the plans, goals, and experiences for the internship semes- 
ter. 

The district is located just outside a major city in northern Illinois, and 
the majority of its students are from middle to lower-middle income homes. 
Most of the students are of European-American backgrounds, but approxi- 
mately 8% of the students are English language learners. Interns were ex- 
pected to complete a teaching inquiry project in connection with their se- 
mester-long clinical experience which consisted of the first two days of the 
school year, one day a week for ten weeks, and daily for three consecutive 
weeks near the end of the semester. The internship semester preceded the 
final student teaching semester. 

The focus of the teaching inquiry project did not have to be literacy since 
all instructors in the block participated (reading, language arts, tests and 
measurements, science, and social studies); however, over half of the interns 
opted to focus on literacy for their projects. In the Fall 1999 group, 17 of the 
28 interns completed literacy-related projects, and in the Fall 2000 group, 19 
of 31 interns focused on literacy for their teaching inquiry projects. The ma- 
jority of the remaining interns focused on classroom management questions, 
another major area of concern for preservice teachers (Farris, 1999; Wiseman, 
Cooner, & Knight, 1998). 



Intern Participants 

The interns tend to mirror the current teaching force, with most of them 
being female, traditional college-age students of European ancestry (Ladson- 
Billings, 1994). There were a total of 12 non-traditional students in the two 
groups. In addition, six males were involved in the study. In the Fall 1999 
group, four of the interns were non-native English speakers (i.e., they spoke 
Thai, Russian, Yugoslavian, and Spanish), and in the 2000 group, two were 
non-native speakers who spoke Korean and Spanish as their first languages. 
A total of two African-American and two Latina interns participated in the 
smdy. 

The Study 

Within this framework, the researcher implemented teaching inquiry 
projects (TIP) in conjunction with two literacy education courses at the un- 
dergraduate level. The following research question guided the study: What 
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ar 0 the experiences of preservice teachers who engage in teaching inquiry 
projects related to literacy? 

The researcher documented the experiences and reactions of the 
preservice teachers throughout the teaching inquiry projects. Data sources 
included journals, field notes from class sessions, interviews, focus groups, 
and project presentations. Journals focused on the interns’ responses to open- 
ended questions such as “What are your goals for this clinical experience?” 
and “What progress are you making toward your goals?” The researcher 
recorded field notes at the end of each class session to document the in- 
terns’ responses to topics for discussion, as well as connections they noted 
between the course and their clinical experiences. Interviews were conducted 
near the end of the semester to elicit information about die experiences with 
the teaching inquiry project. All'interviews were transcribed. The interviews 
were conducted by a graduate stiident rather than the researcher (who was 
also the reading course instmetor and clinical supervisor) so the interns would 
be more open in sharing their responses. The researcher conducted a focus 
group at the end of each semester with a sub-set of the interns, and these 
discussions were transcribed. In addition, the researcher gathered data from 
the project presentations by video taping the presentations. 

Using the constant comparative method (Strauss & Corbin, 1990) the 
researcher analyzed the data to generate categories and identify patterns and 
themes to address the research question. Data analysis followed a model 
described by Miles and Huberman (1994) that included data reduction, data 
displays, and conclusion drawing/verification. Next, the researcher noted 
patterns using the techniques of clustering, contrasting, and comparing (Miles 
& Huberman, 1994). The data analysis categories were corroborated through 
the assistance of two graduate students who were involved as graduate as- 
sistants in the paitnership context. In addition, member checks were com- 
pleted by sharing the findings with a sub-set of interns from each semester 
to verify the accuracy and validity of the analysis. 

Teaching Inquiry Projects 

The teaching inquiry projects followed a basic model for action research 
wherein each intern collaborated with his/her cooperating teacher to iden- 
tify a challenge in his/her classroom, confirm the challenge through observation 
and professional resources, intervene with a plan, and determine the impact. 
Figure 1 shows the project description sheet that was shared with the interns. 
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Figure 1. Teaching Inquiry Project 

General Description: An important part of teaching is being able to identify prob- 
lems, develop plans to address problems, and reflect on the success or failure of 
plans. The Teaching Inquiry Project (TIP) has been designed to help you understand 
the cycle of reflection and action in which teachers engage. The goal of this project 
is to help you inquire into your own teaching and reflect on teaching and learning. 

STAGE 1: Identifying the Challenge 

Identify a concern, issue, or challenge that you are facing as a teacher. Phrase 
this in the form of a question such as, “How can I help a struggling reader 
improve fluency?” or “How do book talks influence student book selection 
and engagement during SSR?” 

STAGE 2: Confirm the Challenge and Develop a Possible Intervention Plan 

Once you have identified a challenge, you will need to gather information 
that will help explain and confirm the challenge. You will need to collect the 
following types of information: 

1) Personal Observations — might be recorded in a personal journal. 

2) Literature Review — read professional journals and magazines to gather more 
information about the challenge. 

3) Technology Resource Review— read on-line resources, participate in pro- 
fessional listservs, and review other technology resources related to the 
challenge. 

You are encouraged to consider collecting the following types of information, 
if appropriate. 

1) Peer Observations — have another teacher observe the situation and pro- 
vide insights on the problem. 

2) Audio and/or Videotape — if appropriate, listen to and/ or watch yourself in 
the challenging situation. 

3) Student Work — if appropriate, collect samples of student work that will illus- 
trate the challenge. 

4) Student Feedback — if appropriate, talk to students about the challenge. 
*You will also propose a possible intervention plan to address your challenge. 

STAGE 3: Intervene with a Plan 

Decide what you would like to try as a solution to your problem or to get an 
answer to your question. Share your plan with other teachers. University In- 
structors, or anyone you feel might be able to provide you with valuable feed- 
back. Once you have received sufficient feedback and revised your plan ac- 
cordingly, implement your plan. Gather additional information during the imple- 
mentation of your plan. The information you collect should allow you to as- 
sess your plan. 

STAGE 4: Understand the Impact— Conference Presentation 

Review your data and determine the effectiveness of your plan. Your poster 
presentation for the conference should chronicle each stage of your project, 
communicate the results of your plan, and make recommendations related to 
your problem/question. 
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A planning grid (see Figure 2) was also presented to the interns and 
intermediate due dates were assigned to help the interns stay focused on the 
project during the semester. Class time was devoted to discussing the teach- 
ing inquiry projects, and university instructors and cooperating teachers served 
as mentors for interns during the inquiry process. 



Figure 2. TIP Guide: ICIU Process 
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Cooperating teachers participated in a half-day workshop on action re- 
search before the project was implemented; however, the workshop did not 
directly involve the teachers in doing action research. Several teachers had 
engaged in action research for their graduate programs; however, the vast 
majority of cooperating teachers had not been involved in action research 
before. 

In a hope to disseminate information from the teaching inquiry projects 
a semester-end conference was held for each of the groups so the interns 
could present their projects, and findings to their peers, cooperating teach- 
ers, university instructors, and other interested persons. For tlie Fall 1999 intern 
group, the conference was a professional gathering with over 80 attendees 
including cooperating teachers, principals, university faculty and administra- 
tors, and interns. The interns displayed large posters to detail their teaching 
inquiry projects and they gave 15 minutes presentations to interested attend- 
ees. A similar format was planned for the Fall 2000 interns; however, a large 
snowstorm caused the conference to be cancelled, and since it was the end 
of the semester, it could not be rescheduled. As a result, da^o of the univer- 
sity instructors met with saidents individually to have them present their 
projects and findings. 

The primary goal for the teaching inquiry projects was to promote re- 
flection and action, and the emphasis was on process rather than just prod- 
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uct; therefore, the evaluation of the teaching inquiry projects was designed 
to reflea this. It was the hope of the instructors that all interns would be 
successful on their teaching inquiry projects rather than seeking to create a 
normal curve pattern wherein a specific percentage of students would not 
succeed with the project. The evaluation rubric for the projects is provided 
in Figure 3- 

Figure 3* TIP Evaluation Rubric 

Name: 

Your TIP is worth 50 possible points. 

Your TIP will be evaluated with the following criteria. 

Stage 1: Identify the Challenge (5 points possible) Your Score 

-Stated as question 

-Concem/issue/challenge is meaningful to literacy teaching and learning 
Stage 2: Confirm the Challenge and 

Propose a Plan (1 5 points possible) Your Score 

-Multiple sources of information gathered 
-Personal observations and reflections are included 
-Related, pertinent professional literature is examined 
-Related, pertinent technology resources are examined 
-Information supports and explains challenge 
-Proposed plan is logical and educationally-sound 
-Proposed plan directly addresses challenge 

Stages 3 & 4: Intervene with a Plan and 

Understand the Impact (30 points) Your Score 

Content/Syntbesis 

-Plan is implemented in classroom 

-Plan is implemented for an appropriate duration 

-Clear evidence of plan is included in conference presentation 

-Presentation synthesizes TIP thoroughly 

-Evidence of developing expertise and knowledge related to the challenge 
-Presentation chronicles each stage of TIP 
-Presentation explains the intervention 
-Presentation communicates results of the plan 

-Presentation includes appropriate recommendations related to challenge 
-Documentary evidence to illustrate TIP 

Presentation/Communication of Ideas 

-Evidence of advanced preparation 
-Presentation is well-organized 
-Good eye contact and voice quality 

-Effective use of graphics, technology, and/or other presentation resources 
-Creativity, enthusiasm, and confidence in presentation style 
-Appropriate documentation represented in presentation 

Your Total Score 



Total Possible Points = 50 Points 
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Findings and Discussion 

Analysis of the data indicated that the teaching inquiry projects were 
meaningful learning experiences for the interns. Responses clustered in the 
following areas: knowledge base, transformation from student to teacher, 
future plans, and “holes” in professional knowledge and preparation. Each 
of these categories will be discussed in the following sections. All names 
used for interns are pseudonyms. 

Knowledge Base 

Overwhelmingly, interns noted that they had enhanced their knowl- 
edge base in the areas they studied for the projects. Many projects clustered 
around working with struggling readers, an area that many interns felt un- 
prepared to address at the beginning of the term. Examples of these projects 
included “The Struggling Reader: Strategies and Solutions” and “Strategies 
for Helping a Second-Grade Strugglihg^Reader with'Gomprehension.” Thesd 
interns reported feeling more knowledgeable about identifying a struggling 
reader, developing instmction for a struggling reader, and making instruc- 
tional decisions for this type of reader. While these topics had been addressed 
in university class sessions, many of the students reported concerns such as, 
“How will I know what the student’s reading level is?” and “How do I work 
with kids who are so far below grade level?” After completing her teaching 
inquiry project with a struggling reader, one intern commented, “I am not 
afraid of working with struggling readers now. I learned a lot of things that 
do and do not work with these kids. I also know some good resources to 
help me with struggling readers in my own classroom when I am a teacher.” 
Another intern noted, “It was great to see his progress. I feel like I have more 
knowledge about working with this type of student, although they are all 
different. It’s good to know that I can teach a low reader to improve.” 

Several other interns chose to study family involvement in reading for 
their teaching inquiry projects. Examples of these projects included, “Family 
Reading Nights to Promote Parent Involvement in Reading,” “Using the Internet 
to Promote Parent Involvement in Reading,” and “Strategies for Family In- 
volvement in Reading.” These interns indicated that they gained a great deal 
in terms of their knowledge base about parent involvement and reading 
through the completion of their teaching inquiry projects. One intern com- 
mented, “I was afraid of working with parents. Once I started working on 
this project, I learned so much. I feel like I know a lot about working with 
parents now.” Another intern noted, “I know so much more about working 
with parents now that I did this project. Before I had no clue!” 

Other interns completed projects related to using literature circles, im- 
proving motivation to read, and strategies for using reading across the cur- 
riculum. These interns’ comments included Leanna’s statement about study- 
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ing literature circles, “I know so much more about lit circles now because of 
my project. I actually think I could use them in my own room.” Liz com- 
mented about her project on reading motivation by explaining, “It’s amazing 
how different their motivation is. I learned so much about how to help dif- 
ferent kinds of kids want to read. I read some great articles, interviewed teach- 
ers, and got to try out my ideas. I learned so much from this project. I wash 
I could say the same for everything I did this semester!” At the conclusion of 
her TIP on using reading across the curriculum, LaTonya explained, “Now it 
makes so much sense that I need to teach reading all day. Before it just seemed 
like they should know how to read their books. Now I have some strategies 
that work so I can help them understand science or social studies, or what- 
ever they need to read. Now I actually know how to teach reading across 
tlie curriculum. That’s a good' feelings since I want to teach middle school.” 




Many of the interns reported tlpt the entire semester had helped them 
begin to make the shift from student to teacher in preparation for their full- 
time student teaching experience in the following semester. The one ele- 
ment of the semester that they reported as having the greatest influence on 
this transformation was the teaching inquiry project experience. They noted 
the empowerment they felt with identifying their own topics, developing and 
carrying out their own intervention plans, and “thinking like a teacher.” Fur- 
thermore, the interns expressed the power of the final presentation as part 
of the transformation from student to teacher. Each of these areas is discussed 
below. 

Empowerment of IdentifyingiOwn Topic. 

Many interns noted that with the exception of being allowed to choose 
a topic for a library research paper, or to select from a group of options for 
projects, this was the first time in their professional education courses that 
they had full control over selecting what they would study and how they 
would proceed. Their responses to this openness ranged from elation to fear, 
as evidenced in the following quotes which were characteristic of many in- 
terns. Kayla exemplified the group of students who were extremely pleased 
to have a chance to select their own inquiry topics. She commented, “It’s 
about time. I know what I need to learn, and I finally got a chance to do it. 
It was hard figuring out a topic to study, but it meant so much more to me 
since it was something I really wanted to learn about.” At the other end of 
the continuum were students like James who expressed concern, “I didn t 
know what to study. It was scary. I was worried I’d pick the wrong topic or 
something stupid. I spent way too much time trying to figure out what to 
study. I kept wishing someone would say, ‘do this.’” The largest group of 
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students fell somewhere in-between these two extremes, meaning that they 
were pleased but worried about identifying their own topics. Vali’s comment 
characterizes these types of responses, “It was weird at first. I mean, I didn’t 
know where to begin or what to study. I was kind of angry, I mean you guys 
are the professors and teachers, why can’t you just tell me what to study. 
After a few weeks in my clinical, I started to have questions about what was 
going on. I was glad I got to choose what to study. Then I was glad I got to 
pick my topic, but I wasn’t at first!” 

Developing and Carrying Out Plans. 

In the inquiry process, the interns had to develop an intervention plan 
to address their question. The plan required that; the intern do something on 
a consistent basis, whether that was implementing a specific teaching strat- 
egy or using a procedure on a regular basis. For example, Leanna imple- 
mented literature circles daily for two weeks as part of her teaching- inquiry^ 
project, and Janie implemented 15 different tutoring sessions with a strug- 
gling reader over a three-week period; Marisol sent home a weekly newslet- 
ter, developed a family reading night program for her grade level, and de- 
veloped several activities to send home for parents and children to complete 
together. The interns reported that their intervention plans allowed them to 
do something on a consistent basis so that they felt they developed more 
confidence and skill than they did when just implementing a lesson or project 
here or there. For example, Marisol explained, “I got into the flow of think- 
ing about working with parents. I got more confidence. It got easier because 
I was working on it all semester.” Janie described her experience by saying, 
“I got to work, with Sinisa every day so I became the expert. My teacher even 
asked me. about how he-was doing, and what I thought she. should do with 
him next. It was really good to get into the flow rather than jumping from 
this to that.” 

Thinking Like a Teacher 

Many of the interns identified changes in thinking about classroom situ- 
ations, students, teaching, and learning during the teaching inquiry projects. 
Evidence of thinking like a teacher included Jaimie’s insight, “I used to just 
worry about how my lesson was going, what I was doing. Because I was 
using running records with my struggling readers, I started to worry more 
about them and if they were learning.” In this example, Jaimie realized that 
the focus of her teaching should be on learning rather than just on her deliv- 
ery of the lesson. Marcus had a similar experience when he noted, “I really 
got to know the kids I was working with in my class. I wasn’t just thinking 
what can I get from this clinical. I started thinking what can I give to the kids 
and my teacher during this clinical?” 
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Other interns showed evidence ot thinking like a teacher in terms of 
exercising diagnostic teaching or responsive teaching stances (e.g., Rasinski 
& Padak, 2000; Roller, 1996; Edwards & Pleasants, 1998). For example, Tiffanie 
noted, "I got so I was making changes in my lesson right there on my feet 
like my teacher does. That was so amazing. I used to just cling to my lesson 
plan, but I saw the kids weren't getting it so I changed what I was doing. \ 
think I got to this point because I was doing strategy lessons every day with 
my group." Greg explained, “I was thinking just a minute or two ahead of 
my students. I was anticipating their responses and thinking about what I 
would do next to help them understand better. I felt more confident than I 
did in my single lessons. The intervention was mine so I felt like it was okay 
to move away from what I had written in my lesson plan if the kids already 
knew what I was teaching or they had no clue.” 

Final Presentations. 

The Fall 1999 interns participated in a formal conference setting to present 
their teaching inquiry projects. Using break-out sessions, each intern pre- 
sented his/her project to small groups of teachers, university faculty, district 
administrators, and peers. Each intern prepared a large poster display and a 
15-minute presentation. Each intern did his/her presentation two times to 
allow conference attendees to participate in as many presentations as pos- 
sible. The presentations were evaluated by at least one instructor from the 
semester. The interns noted that the stakes were high for the conference, as 
was the stress level. James explained, “I was scared to death to be present- 
ing in front of these teachers with all of their experience and the principals, 
too.” Gina explained, “I must have practiced a thousand times because I was 
so stressed out about my presentation. I was going through it in my sleep!” 
While not explicitly instructed to do so, the interns showed up in suits and 
professional clothing suitable for interviews. All but a few of their presenta- 
tions were well-prepared, informative, and interesting. Many of the interns 
had expressed concern that the conference attendees would be bored by 
their presentations. As Greg stated, “I think they’ll be bored. It’s big smff for 
me to learn about this, but they’ve been teaching for years. I’m sure they 
alreadv know all of this.” Many of the interns were surprised to find out about 
the interest level of the attendees, and one intern noted, “I was shocked to 
see the teachers taking notes from my presentation. They really liked my 
parent homework journal idea. I felt so proud that they thought of me like 
a teacher. It was great!” 

During the Fall 2000 semester, a major snow storm closed the school 
district and university so the conference had to be cancelled. Because it was 
the end of the semester, the conference could not be rescheduled. As a re- 
sult, two of the instructors met with the interns for individual appointments 
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to share their teaching inquiry projects. All but a few of the interns expressed 
regret that the conference had to be cancelled. Ann summed up these feel- 
ings with her statement, “I was really nervous, but I wanted to learn about 
everyone’s project. I wish we could have had the conference. I heard how 
great it was last year, and I really wanted to be part of it this year.” 

Future Plans 

Most of the interns noted that the teaching inquiry projects influenced 
and directed their future plans for teaching. Many of the interns identified 
specific plans related to their TIPs in terms of activities, approaches, or strat- 
egies they would use. This outcome is illustrated by Katie’s statement, “I will 
definitely use this in my own classroom because I know it works.” Veronica 
explained, “I am going to use making words in my own class. It worked 
great and the kids, loved it*- 1 was skeptical at first, but it is a great approach!” 
Beyond these basic conclusions about using a specific strategy or approach, 
some interns developed a deeper insight about what they planned to do in 
the future related to their teaching inquiry projects. Greg concluded, “I am 
going to approach stmggling readers in a much different way than I would 
have a semester ago. I realize that they can do a lot, but they need tons of 
modeling, scaffolding, and encouragement. Before I doubted that some kids 
could really answer higher level questions and understand what they read, 
but now I realize that is not tme.” Ian explained his future plans by stating, 
‘’I’m so happy about how the parents responded to the class website and e- 
mail. I worried that they wouldn’t have time or be interested in doing this at 
the sixth-grade level. Boy was I surprised. I now realize that most parents are 
really interested and want to get involved, but it’s my job to find ways to 
make this happen.. Before I thought I wouldn’t really do parent involvement 
since I want to teach upper elementary or middle school. Now I know I’ll 
promote parent involvement no matter what grade I teach.” 

Holes in Professional Knowledge and Preparation 

Many of the interns used the reflective writing and focus group ses- 
sions to share concerns and observations about what Kelly called “holes” in 
professional knowledge and preparation. Kelly commented, “I realized how 
little I did know about reading when I did my TIP. I didn’t know how to 
make one lesson build off of another. I didn’t know how to differentiate 
instmction for students. I didn’t know how to use assessment to inform my 
instmction. I’m a good student. I’ve gotten all A’s in my education courses 
and I had a great first clinical. I’m glad I got to do my TIP because I know a 
lot more about teaching reading now, but I wonder if I should have learned 
some of these things in other classes earlier.” Marisol explained, “I knew lots 
of the ‘what to do’ but I didn’t know the ‘why to do it’ or the ‘when to do it’ 
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of teaching reading. I mean I had lots of ideas for teaching strategies and 
activities, and I knew some good assessments, too. I just didn’t know what 
I was supposed to do with them in a real classroom. I learned some of this 
in my clinical and as part of my TIP. I still feel really weak in this area of 
using the things I learned in my methods classes. Maybe that will come with 
student teaching.” Many of the “holes” focused on classroom management 
and organization issues, as is a common criticism of teacher education pro- 
grams (Farris, 1999; Wiseman, Cooner, & Knight, 1998). Leanna explained, 
“I had no idea how to keep the kids under control in their literature circles. 
We talked about these in my methods classes, but I had only seen them done 
with adults. It was chaos the first couple of days. I went home crying, but I 
kept trying. I wish we could learn more about how to implement these great 
new ideas in classrooms with real kids. I learned through trial and error, which 
is okay, but I’d' like to have more basic knowledge about how to manage 
the cl^room, especially for cooperative learning and group work.” Vali 
expressed a common “hole” for the interns, that of time management in and 
outside of the classroom. Vali commented, “I was swamped with journals 
from my TIP. It never dawned on me that I could stagger the due dates until 
I talked to my teacher and supervisor. It seems like I should have known 
this before I got to my second-to-last semester.” Vali went on to note, “Maybe 
I did hear some of these things about managing time in my classes, but it 
never mattered until now. I think the program should focus more on prac- 
tical concerns like time management, stress, classroom management, and 
organization during the last couple of semesters when we really need this.” 
Another type of concern focused on the professional development and 
knowledge of some cooperating teachers who one intern described as, 
“clueless about TIPs and action research.” While a summer workshop had 
been provided for the cooperating teachers, several had been absent that 
day. Furthermore, the workshop had focused on talking about action research, 
but the cooperating teachers did not have the opportunity to engage in ac- 
tion research themselves. With the exception of a few teachers who had 
completed action research as part of their graduate programs, the concept 
was new to them. Some of the interns felt fmstrated by the lack of expertise 
and knowledge of their cooperating teachers. Sara explained, “My cooperat- 
ing teacher doesn’t get what I’m trying to do with this project. She talks about 
my lessons, but she doesn’t seem to understand how I’m trying to evaluate 
the outcomes of my intervention plan, or why I’m doing that other than 
because it is an assignment.” Many of these interns sought out other mentors 
for their projects in university faculty, the university supervisor, or clinical 
faculty within the district. 



Laurie Elish-Piper 207 



limitations 

The teaching inquiry projects were completed within the framework of 
a well-established professional development school. Furthermore, the team 
of university instmctors and school-based educators was committed to col- 
laborating and facilitating the teaching inquiry projects. The outcomes of this 
approach most likely would differ greatly in a non-PDS setting. The findings 
are based mainly on anecdotal and self-reported data, and as such, they should 
be interpreted with caution because of the limitations of these types of data. 
In addition, the interns in the study self-selected to be part of the PDS pro- 
gram, known on-campus as a more demanding route than taking a tradi- 
tional block of courses. These interns may have been more motivated and 
engaged in the process of becoming teachers than typical preservice teach- 
ers. These distinctions should be noted when considering the findings of the 
study. 



Remaining Questions and Future Research 

As was noted earlier, the interns were part of a well-established profes- 
sional development school, and the research did not attempt to separate out 
the effects of the PDS on the interns’ development as compared to the teaching 
inquiry projects themselves. Future research in non-PDS settings is needed 
to determine if this approach will have positive benefits for preservice teachers 
in those settings. Further research is also needed to determine if plans for 
instmction result in actual teaching practices once the interns become certi- 
fied teachers. Both groups also reported concern that the many responsibili- 
ties of teaching would likely prevent them from engaging in other action 
research studies in their own classrooms in the future. Examination of these 
concerns and strategies for implementing action research in a time-efficient 
manner warrants further consideration. 

A number of questions and obstacles remain related to the implementa- 
tion of teaching inquiry projects with preservice teachers. First, what degree 
of knowledge and experience must cooperating teachers possess about ac- 
tion research to be able to support preservice teachers engaged in the pro- 
cess? Furthermore, how can this knowledge and experience be developed 
and nurtured in cooperating teachers? Because of the power of the final 
conference, strategies need to be put in place to ensure that the conference 
will happen, even if bad weather or other extreme circumstances arise. This 
could be as simple as scheduling a make-up date in advance, or pursuing 
options such as holding the conference after the end of the semester or on 
a weekend. 
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Conclusion 

As the partnership team reflected on its outcomes, goals, and plans for 
the future during a recent meeting, one member of the team explained, “The 
TIP is the best thing we do. It is the one thing I know makes a difference in 
how we prepare our interns as compared to the traditional courses. It is the 
one thing that helps them think like a teacher and begin to reflect on their 
own practice.” A comment by one of the interns captures the power and 
promise of the teaching inquiry projects best, “It was one of the hardest things 
I ever did, and it was also one of the best things I ever did. I really feel like 
a teacher now. I am thinking like a teacher now. I think professors should 
include TIPs in their courses and programs because they do make a 
difference ... at least they did for us this semester.” 
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Releasing RESPONSiBniTY FOR 

Assessment of T fif.tr Learning to 
Pre-Service Teachers 



Abstract 

This article describes the results of a two-semester pilot in a Secondary 
Reading Methods course at a regional campus of a state university. Three goals 
guided this pilot: integration of reading theory and strategies with Interstate 
New Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium (INTASC) principles and 
classroom instruction in a field experience, modeling of the use of authentic 
assessment, and modeling of gradual release of responsibility to pre-service 
teachers. Pre-service teachers determined their own assessment plan to dem- 
onstrate competency of course outcomes. They were encouraged to work with 
peers from their content field to develop this plan, which could include re- 
quirements from other methods courses or their field experience. 



F uture teachers need the opportunity to implement what they learn in col- 
lege classrooms through application in real teaching situations. A report 
by the National Commission on Teaching & America’s Future (1996) called 
for improving teacher preparation and professional development by con- 
necting theory to practice. They note that teachers often teach the way they 
were taught rather than applying what they learned in college when univer- 
sity learning occurs apart from practice. 

This report and others encouraged teacher educators to relate theory to 
practice, often through such means as professional development schools 
(Abdal-Haqq, 1998; Lyon, 1995). This makes the role of teacher educators 
more complex as they prepare future teachers to meet high standards. They 
must model and provide realistic experiences to prepare them for the class- 
room while building a theoretical basis for their instructional decision mak- 
ing. To achieve these lofty goals, teacher educators must constantly find 
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new ways to integrate theory with practical applications that pre-service teach- 
ers may use in the classroom. 

In addition to connecting theory and practice many universities, includ- 
ing ours, must prepare teachers to meet the Interstate New Teacher Assess- 
ment and Support Consortium ( INTASC) Principles adopted in thirty-seven 
states as standards for new teachers. These are the competencies that we 
want our pre-service teachers to have when they enter the teaching field, 
thus they must be integrated throughout our teacher-education program. Just 
as K-12 classrooms cannot meet all the new standards without integration, 
neither can teacher educators include everything that pre-service teachers 
need in a few methods courses. This requires rethinking methods courses to 
provide models connecting theory to best practice across content fields. 

The use of performance-based assessment in methods classes provides 
an excellent model of best practice for pre-service teachers applicable in their 
classrooms (Wiggins, 1996). Performance-based assessment involves tasks 
closely related to those found in the real world, which demonstrate proficiency 
for a given topic. It is valid, assesses the learning for which it was intended, 
is rigorous, involves meaningful learning, and is often judged by mbrics, 
teacher feedback, and peer evaluation (Wiggins & McTighe, 1998). To pro- 
vide an adequate model for pre-service teachers, assessment should provide 
the opportunity for them to demonstrate what they have learned as they 
engage in the learning process (Viechnicki. Barbour, Shaklee, Rohrer, & 
Ambrose. 1993). Furthermore, assessment should be part of a continuous 
process in which the teacher is reflective for the purpose of growth 
(McLaughlin & Voyt, 1996). 

Another best practice that pre-service teachers may apply to their class- 
room is the gradual release of responsibility model. The model as described 
by Pearson and Gallagher (1983) was designed for reading experiences in 
which the teacher provides a model and instruction, then through guided 
practice, the teacher gradually releases the responsibility to the student. Stu- 
dents move from situations in which teachers are almost totally in charge of 
students' success tlrrough a gradual progression toward smdents taking charge 
of their own learning. It has been used successfully in many different grade 
levels with a variety of tasks. The extent to which teachers provide scaffold- 
ing and release responsibility to students is largely dependent on the specific 
task and the texts that are used (Brophy. 2000; Collins. Brown, & Holum. 1991). 

Rationale and Goals of the Pilot Process 

Our state requires that ever\^ pre-service teacher complete a course in 
reading before he/she is certified to teach. Many secondary pre-service teach- 
ers do not see the need for a reading course since they believe they will not 
teach reading. One way in which I help them realize the value of the course 
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is to provide opportunities to integrate reading methods content with con- 
tent area in their methods within a field experience. Our Division of Educa- 
tion supports this idea so secondary pre-service teachers take reading meth- 
ods at the same time as their specific content area methods (science, math, 
social studies, or English). The block includes a pre-student teaching field 
experience in which pre-service teachers are teaching in a school for two 
class periods or one block daily. INTASC principles are identified within this 
integration of content, reading strategies, and classroom experience. This 
provides the opportunity for pre-service teachers to make connections by 
using what they learn in their reading and content methods courses in a field 
experience classroom while developing competency in INTASC principles. 

In an effort to provide a process for pre-service teachers make these 
connections in my reading methods course, pre-service teachers were al- 
lowed to select their own performance-based assessment (Wiggins, 1987) to 
demonstrate learning, outcomes for my course. They were encouraged to 
use requirements from their content methods course and field experience to 
demonstrate these outcomes. There were three goals for having pre-service 
teachers determine their own performance-based assessment. 

The first goal was to provide the opportunity to integrate reading meth- 
ods with their course content and their field experience. It was based on the 
desire to help pre-service teachers learn to select and use effective reading 
strategies in their classroom instruaion. In past experiences, pre-service teach- 
ers in my course often failed to apply what they learned when the course 
was taught apart from a field experience component. My belief was that if 
they planned and taught a lesson in a school setting that included reading 
strategies then received credit for doing so in my course, they were much 
more likely to continue this practice. 

The second goal was to provide a model of authentic assessment that 
they could use when they became teachers. This is based on the belief that 
if pre-service teachers do not attempt authentic assessment while they are 
pre-service teachers, they may revert to assessment that they experienced 
when they were in high school (Short & Burke, 1989)- 

A third goal was to provide a model of students taking responsibility for 
their own learning that pre-service teachers could use in their own class- 
rooms. The format for this goal came from the gradual release of responsi- 
bility model by Pearson and Gallagher (1983) as described previously. I 
adapted this model of instmction in an effort to help them understand how 
it might work in their classrooms. 

The opportunity for pre-service teachers to choose the performance-based 
assessment that would demonstrate their competency of course outcomes 
in reading methods seemed an appropriate means to meet all three goals. 
For pre-service teachers, performance-based assessment is evaluation using 
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products or tasks as similar as possible to what they will use in their class- 
room. Teaching a lesson or writing a lesson plan are examples of perfor- 
mance-based assessment that could demonstrate competency of an outcome 
such as integrating writing into the curriculum, one of the outcomes for my 
reading methods course. 



Introducing this Process to Pre-Service Teachers 

To introduce this approach, I used the following format. At the begin- 
ning of the semester I related how each course outcome met the identified 
INTASC principle. For example,- one outcome of my secondary reading 




Figure 1. Course Outriimes- Syllabus -M464 

Course. Description: Methods, and. i^erials are presented for teaching students to 
read and write more effectively in the content areas in middle school, junior high, 
and senior high school. The reading process, the reading-to-leam and writing-to- 
leam processes, and the relationships among reading, writing, language, and think- 
ing are examined. 

Objectives: This course will prepare you to be a teacher that is: 

A Reflective Scholar, demonstrated by explaining your understanding of the 
processes of reading to learn and writing to learn, supporting them with theory 
and research. 

An Instructional Leader, demonstrated by describing the approach you would 
use to integrate reading and writing in your content area, basing your approach 
on your beliefs. 

A Global Citizen, demonstrated by planning how you would use reading and 
writing to develop students’ critic^ thinking skills, applying it to a local, na- 
tional or global issue. 

In addition, this course will help you to become an educated person who: 

* Is able to express himself/herself clearly, completely, and accurately 

* Has the ability to think rationally, to develop infomed opinions, and 
to comprehend and create new ideas. 

— ^lUE Student Learning Objectives 

INTASC Principle 

1 

4 

7 

6 

8 

3 
2 

4 



Course Outcomes: 

Pre-service Teachers will: 

A. understand the reading process 

B. be able to use a variety of techniques, strategies, 
and approaches for instruction 

C. be able to select materials for classroom instruction 

D. be able to integrate technology into instruction 

E. be aware of a variety of methods for assessment 

F. be able to provide scaffolding to improve learning 

G. be able to teach students to become metacognitive 

H. be able to integrate writing into your content 
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methods course is: “Pre-service teachers will be able to use a variety of tech- 
niques, strategies, and approaches for reading instruction. This helps pre- 
service teachers meet INTASC Principle 4 that states: The teacher under- 
stands and uses a variety of instructional strategies to encourage students 
development of critical thinking, problem solving, and performance skills. 
We discussed the outcomes of the course and some possible artifacts that 
would meet each one, such as a thematic unit demonstrating the integration 
of several reading strategies. Figure 1 is the first page of the syllabus that 
identified the outcomes for the course and the related INTASC principle. 

Following this introduction, pre-service teachers met with others from 
the same content areas to discuss a specific plan to meet the outcomes. At 
this point I answered questions and made suggestions. Pre-service teachers 
were given two weeks to submit a performance-based assessment (PBA) plan 
for meeting course outcomes that included their choice of artifact(s) to meet 
each outcome, due dates, and the point value. An example of one such PBA 
plan is found in Figure 2. The two math education pre-service teachers who 
developed this PBA plan selected a variety of artifacts to demonstiate their 
learning and each one came from their field experience. 



Figure 2. Secondary Math Proposed 
Performance-Based Assessment Plan 



Due Dates 


Outcome 


Points 


PBA’s 


March 23 


Understand the 
Reading Process 


40 


Learning Log 
Word Problem Lesson 


March 30 


Use variety of strategies 
and approaches 


125 


Series of lesson plans 


April 1 


Become familiar with 
professional journals 


50 


Summarize response 
to journal articles 


April 1 


Select materials for 
classroom instruction 


125 


Lesson plans with 
saident work 


March 2 


Integrate technology 
into instruction 


75 


Graphing calculator 
demonstration 


March 30 


Able to use a variety 
of assessment tools 


125 


Teacher-made tests 
saident samples 


March 30 


Provide scaffolding to 
improve instmction 


40 


Lesson plan with 
group, individual work 


March 30 


Teach students to 
become metacognitive 


40 


Administer and analyze 
Metacognitive Reading 
Awareness Inventory 


March 30 


Integrate writing into 
the curriculum 


50 


Exit cards, journaling — 
smdent samples 
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I provided suggestions and encouraged them to use requirements for 
their content area methods courses and the field experience, thus helping 
them to integrate reading methods into their teaching. For example, a the- 
matic unit prepared as a requirement for English methods could be used as 
part of the PBA plan if it included reading strategies or integrated writing or 
other course outcomes. Furthermore, one artifact such as a thematic unit might 
meet several outcomes while another artifact might just partially meet one 
outcome. A lesson taught in the field experience, along with one or two other 
artifacts, might meet the outcome of integrating writing into their curricu- 
lum. Student work could provide a demonstration of competency when in- 
cluded as part of a lesson taught in a field experience. 

To make the connection between reading methods and the artifacts 
chosen from a field experience or content methods requirements, pre-ser- 
vice teachers had to explain how each selected artifact met the outcome for 
which it was intended. This explanation provided the connection, a reflec- 
tive component of integrating the theory with practical application (Tierney, 
Carter, & Desai, 1991). 

Figures 3 and 4 are examples of artifacts from two pre -service teachers 
and their explanations of how the artifacts met specific course outcomes. 




Figure 3. Sample Artifact by Pre-service Teacher 

Outcome: Be able to teach students to become metacognitive 

To show students how to be more metacognitive I administered the Metacognitive 
Reading Awareness Inventory. It is hoped that by completing the inventory, they 
will be more aware of how they are learning. 

I had a total of 45 students participate in the survey. A few of the students chose 
more than one answer on each question. However, because most of the students 
chose only one I am only going to indicate the answer that occurred most frequendy 
along with how many times it was chosen. 



L 


A-32 


6. 


A-24 


2. 


C-26 


7. 


A-20 


3. 


D-23 


8. 


A-22 


4. 


A-18 


9. 


B-22 


5. 


A-26 


10. 


A-24 



After looking at the responses the students gave, I was not at all surprised. This 
is what the students were doing in class. I think they have learned several reading 
techniques just through experience. However. I do not think they have been taught 
how to "read." They know how to recognize words and their meaning but they have 
never been taught how to pre-read, skim, look back . . . they don't know how to 
approach different reading materials. This is shown in their responses to number 4 
and number 10. Other than that I think the students are right on and doing pretty 
good with their concept of reading. There is definitely room for improvement but at 
their age they are doing pretty good. 
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Figure 4. Sample Artifact From Secondary Science Education Major 

Explanation; The following lesson plan is submitted as partial completion of 
the following two outcomes: use a variety of techniques, strategies, and approaches 
for instruction and integrate writing into the curriculum. 

This lesson introduced a new unit in my physical science field experience class- 
room. I activated prior knowledge about the states of matter through the use of a 
picture and related vocabulary. Another technique used in the lesson was student 
participation in an exercise in which they become states of matter followed by a 
discussion of the experience. Then, think-aloud was used to introduce the chapter, 
walking them through the entire chapter. To monitor understanding, I used an Exit 
Slip at the end of class (writing). 

Lesson Plan 

Goal: Introduce the unit, discuss broad 
terms, and relate it to the previous unitireneigy 
Outcomes Obj; Students Wl be able-to: 

• Describe and give examples of the 
three states of matter 

• State the kinetic theory of matter 
and describe how it relates 
to states of matter 

Materials 

Activity Description Time Type* Required 



Course: Physical Science 
Time: 50 minutes 
ntle: States of Matter 
Ref No: PS_3_a_l 



Camera & TV Display the section picture of states of 5 
matter with some terms for the section 



Camera, TV, 
pictures 



Discussion & Clear out middle of floor for 20 3,4 

Participation “human states of maner” 

Solids: Get 10 students standing close 
together, with movement — vibration 
Crystals: Arrange in geometric pattern 
Show example of salt crystals 
Amorphous: Arrange in no pattern 
Show wax 

Liquids: Keep 6 students. Move a litde faster 
No structure. Shape of container 
Gas: Keep 2 people: Move faster. Heat up 

Move people even faster 



Reading 

Strategy 


Use “Think-Aloud” to introduce chapter 
Summarize chapter headings. Review 
chapter highlighting: kinetic theory, class. 
Map. property 


15 8 


Textbook 


Writing 


Assign an 'Exit Slip” with 
attached questions 


10 8 


Question 

Sheet 


Types: 


1 Lecture; 2 Lab; 3 Demo; 4 Group; 5 Guided Practice; 6 A/W Comp; 
7 Experiment; 8 Reading/Writing 
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Figure 3 includes data the pre-service teacher collected from administering 
the Metacognitive Reading Awareness Inventory (Miholic, 1994) to her class. 
The explanation demonstrates the pre-service teacher's ability to use this tool 
to assess student awareness of their metacognitive abilities and relate it to 
observations of student behavior in the field experience. 

In Figure 4, a secondary science education major uses a lesson plan for 
partial completion of two course outcomes. Flis explanation indicates that 
he has integrated instructional strategies from reading methods into a lesson 
he taught in his field experience. Fie also used a writing activity to gather 
information about what students learned in this lesson. 

Positive Results — First Semester 

Involving pre-service teachers in the assessment process was a challenging 
goal. In the first semester when I instituted the process, I made progress and 
experienced several difficulties. There were four content areas in the course., 
(math, science, social studies, and English) and all four groups determined 
their PBA plan as a content group (each one in the group would use a simi- 
lar artifact to demonstrate competency). For example, each science pre-ser- 
vice teacher chose to use a lesson plan from the field experience to demon- 
strate integrating writing into the curriculum. In some instances I made rec- 
ommendations and suggested different due dates than pre-service teachers 
had set, but generally I found that they set high expectations for themselves 
and their plan was adequate for meeting the outcomes of the course. 

The process of determining their PBA plan was probably just as power- 
ful as the plan that resulted. For example, pre-service teachers were given 
some opportunity in class to complete their PBA plan — select their artifacts, 
determine the points for each one (within the total points allowed), and the 
dates that each artifact would be due. The process involved consensus deci- 
sion-making and teamwork (Johnson & Johnson, 1996). Several groups pre- 
pared presentations involving all of them so planning and decision-making 
were results of that process as well. Secondary English and math majors 
completed their" entire PBA plan as a group. The science and social studies 
majors developed their plan as a group but the science group submitted each 
artifact individually and the social studies group only had one group artifact 
(a power point presentation). 

Difftculties Encountered — First Semester 

During the first semester PBA plans were implemented, as mentioned 
above, the English and math content groups completed their entire PBA plan 
as a group. There were only two math pre-service teachers and they were 
team teachers in their field experience. They selected all of their artifacts from 
their field experience, thus they were authentic and each pre-service teacher 
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contributed equally. Their artifacts and explanations were excellent examples 
of how reading strategies and math content can be effectively integrated. 

On the other hand, the English content group chose to do one power 
point presentation as a group to demonstrate all the course outcomes. It was 
an extensive and excellent presentation, however, it did not meet all the 
outcomes effectively nor did it include any work from individual field expe- 
riences. Therefore, the application into practical teaching was minimal. 

The science and social studies content groups’ plans were more effec- 
tive than the English group. The primary problem was that some pre-service 
teachers did not meet their own deadlines for completion. Furthermore, every 
pre-service teacher had difficulty explaining how the artifacts met the course 
outcomes. Since this was a pilot effort 1 provided some instruction and al- 
lowed them to revise these explanations once, without penalty. 

learnings From the First Semester 

To improve the process for future classes, 1 asked pre-service teachers 
at the end of the semester to tell me specifically how they felt about deter- 
mining their own performance-based assessment plan and to make sugges- 
tions for improvement. Only one person in the class was negative. Typical 
comments follow: 

• I thought this was a great learning experience. At some point in my 
career. I’m sure I will have to do something similar to this. Now I 
know how to do one and I won’t have to waste time being taught, 
only reviewing. 

• I felt it made the class a lot more individualized and personal. 

• At first, I did not like determining my own PBA’s because I was not 
familiar with the concept. Now, as I reflect back I did like establish- 
ing my own PBA’s. It was challenging but worthwhile. 

The primary suggestion from the first class was to provide more infor- 
mation about what they were expected to do. Therefore, the fall syllabus 
included one page of directions for PBA plans (see Figure 5) and appropri- 
ate explanations. I also spent class time modeling and practicing how to write 
effective explanations. 

The first semester experience was an initial step in involving pre-service 
teachers in making decisions about their ov. n peifomrance-based assessment. 
I learned much about planning and implementing a process such as this, 
especially the extra time and flexibility required. I determined to try a second 
pilot in the fall semester before implementing it as a permanent part of the 
course. P x 
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Figure 5- Instructions in Syllabus for Performance Based Assessment 

Performance-Based Assessment of Learning Outcomes 

In this course you will choose your own performance-based assessment (PBA) 
artifacts to indicate competency in learning outcomes for the course. You may work 
with those in your content area to develop your PBA plan or you may work alone. 
You or your group are also responsible for deciding the point values within the total 
points of 700 and for setting due dates. These dates can be changed with one week 
notice, but points will be deducted for assignments turned in after due dates that 
you set and do not amend. 

You may also work with your content group in completing your PBA plan, but 
no more than half the outcomes can be met through group projects. For example, 
you might do a power-point presentation to meet some of the outcomes, but at least 
four of the outcomes must be completed alone. Furthermore, three or more of your 
outcomes must be met through your field experience, i.e. a lesson plan with student 
work, an activity that you used, or perhaps a thematic unit that you taught. 

You may use assignments from your specific methods course to meet outcomes 
for this course. For example, you might develop a thematic unit for your methods 
course and integrate several reading strategies. It would then meet outcome B for 
this course. 

Below are ideas for artifacts that were used by pre-service teachers in this course 
in the past: 

• Variety of techniques, strategies, approaches . . . (B) Lesson plans witli sdj- 
dent work, video taped lesson with lesson plan and self-evaluation, thematic or 
unit plan 

• Be able to select materials for classroom instruction (C) Thematic or unit plan, 
content presentation in class 

• Integrate technology into classroom (D) — student work, lesson plan, thematic 
or unit plan, power point presentation in class 

• Reading Process (A) — Learning Log, short paper on the reading process 

• Scaffolding instruction (F) — lesson plan, thematic or unit plan with adaptation 

• Variety of methods of assessment (E) — teacher-made tests, student work that 
is analyzed and evaluated, thematic or unit plans with assessment, lesson plans 

• Teach students to be metacognitive (G>— administer, analyze, and report re- 
sults of Metacognitive Awareness Inventory, lesson plan on metacognitive strategy 

• Integrate writing (H) — Student writing, thematic or unit plans, lesson plans 

Note: one artifact might demonstrate several outcomes. For example, a the- 
matic unit could be used for several learning outcomes. Each artifact must 
have an explanation of how it meets the intended outcome(s). It will not be 
accepted without an explanation. An example of such an explanation is on 
the next page. 
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Positive Results — Second Semester 

Providing more information and examples for the second semester pilot 
made the process work more smoothly. Pre-service teachers understood the 
expectations and were very positive toward determining their own PBA plan. 
The modeling and practice improved explanations and fewer problems re- 
sulted. The content groups used class time efficiently and only two short 
meetings were held during class. 

Difficulties — Second Semester 

The difficulties with the PBA plans encountered in the second semester 
were quite different than those the first semester. The English group again 
decided to do all their work together and they selected a variety of artifacts 
that was extensive enough to demonstrate competency in all outcomes. 
However, in this particular group, it seemed apparent that one student in the 
group completed most of the work. I spoke with each person individually 
about the inequity of this arrangement, but since it was a group decision, 
each one received the same grade for the PBA plan. 

The social studies group completed about half of their PBA plan indi- 
vidually and together they had a power point presentation. Although they 
each shared the responsibility, one student was much stronger than the oth- 
ers. They all received the same grade for the hared presentation, nearly half 
of the grade for the course. 

The science group did not collaborate even on determining their PBA 
plan to meet the outcomes. Each one submitted a separate PBA plan, which 
took much more time for me to evaluate and provide feedback. Furthermore, 
it eliminated the decision-making and teamwork, powerful components of 
the first semester’s pilot. 

Summary of Results 

Based on the quality of student work and attitudes toward the process 
in two semesters of implementing the gradual release of responsibility model 
for assessment in my secondary reading methods course, the positive results 
were: 

• Team-work and decision-making were practiced among like content 

pre-service teachers in their efforts to determine and implement their 
PBA plan. 

• Pre-sei'vice teachers experienced a process for taking responsibility 
for learning. 

• Overall, they worked harder with a more positive attitude toward the 

course than pre-service teachers in classes prior to use of this model. 

• Secondary majors learned how to integrate reading methods into the 
teaching of their content. 
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•There was opportunity for reflecting on their learning by writing ex- 
planations. 

The negative elements of this process include: 

•It is time consuming for the professor and the pre-service teachers 
and requires class time that is already limited. 

•There are potential opportunities for pre-service teachers to gain from 
other’s work without contributing. 

•Without providing restrictions, pre-service teachers could complete 
the PBA plan without meeting all the goals of the process. 

Future Changes 

Having pre-service teachers determine their own performance-based 
assessment plan is a valuable.p^ess ^d model for them. It provides a frame- 
work for pre-service teachers"to become responsible for their own learning 
and is a model they can use in- their own classrooms. Pre-service teachers 
expressed how much more thought and planning it took to select their own 
artifacts than when they were told what to do. 'Fhe opportunity to select an 
artifact and explain how it demonstrates their learning is good preparation 
for the portfolios required as entrance to our student teaching and for gradu- 
ation. Furthermore, it helps them make connections and understand the 
INTASC principles they are required to meet for state licensure. 

It is important to change this procedure to keep the previously men- 
tioned problems from occurring again. One idea implemented into the syl- 
labus for next semester is that no more than half the PBA plan can be met 
through a group project. This provides the opportunity for collaboration 
among content groups but also requires that each student demonstrate indi- 
vidual competence. To meet the goal of integration with their content area 
and teaching experience, at least three of the outcomes must be met through 
teaching in the field experience rather than lesson plans or papers that have 
not been used. Figure 5 reflects the changes in instmctions for the next class. 

I preferred giving pre-service teachers total openness in choosing their 
own documentation to meet course outcomes that was provided during the 
two-semester pilot. However, it is necessary to provide some guidelines and 
restrictions to assure each student is graded on his/her own merit and that 
integration of reading into content teaching occurs. In reflecting on my goals, 
the format that evoK^ed seems to follow more closely the gradual release of 
responsibility model while my pilot efforts tended to lack adequate guidance 
before giving pre-service teachers total responsibility. These two pilot semes- 
ters have helped define the level of support that pre-service teachers, almost 
ready for student teaching, need for deterrnirung their own assessment plan. 
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Improving Preservice Teachers’ 
Learning from Tutoring Struggling 
Readers: Lessons from the Field 



Abstract 

The authors are two instructors of reading methods of diagnosis and 
remediation courses that have a required tutoring component. This article 
describes three changes in both the practicum and courses that appeared to 
make significant improvements in the quality of the tutoring experience for 
our preservice teachers. The three changes were establishing and maintain- 
ing a true school partnership, designing authentic course assignments, and 
fostering collegial relationships between school and university participants. 



Introduction 

Although there is a growing body of research on the effects of volunteer 
tutoring programs on children’s vending achievement (e.g., Juel, 1996; Rimm- 
Kaufman, Kagan, & Byers, 1999; Wasak & Slavin, 1S>93), there is relatively little 
information on literacy mtoring experiences that routinely occur as part of 
remedial reading methods courses in professional teacher education programs 
(Hedrick, 1999) and their effects on the mtorx ’ learning. Since these practicum 
experiences are intended to teach the tutors as much as the tutees, it is sur- 
prising that we know so little about their impaa on developing teachers (Aiken 
& Day, 1999; Rogers, 1995; Worthy & Prater, 1998). How do novices view these 
experiences? In what ways do they see the tutoring situation as contributing 
to their growing understanding of the reading process and to their increased 
competence in designing appropriate literacy instruction for individuals and 
small groups of children? What knowledge, beliefs, and practices do they 
“take” from these experiences for possible application in their fumre class- 
rooms? How might teacher educators maximize smdents’ opportunities to learn 
from their work with struggling readers? 
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As instructors of undergraduate methods courses in diagnosis and 
remediation of reading difficulties, we began to raise these questions after 
initially assuming that the required tutoring practicum would have a signifi- 
cant impact on our students’ learning. To our dismay, we had found that while 
our students generally enjoyed having a chance to work with children, citing 
the value of having "real-life, hands-on” opportunities in schools, they talked 
mainly about the value of the experience for their tutees, not for themselves 
and their own professional learning. They liked being in a school setting, as 
well as the feeling that they were helping a child, and potentially “making a 
difference” in his or her life. Students often viewed their role as tutor as being 
more of a “buddy” than a teacher, however, and because of this, Helene found 
that students could not speak precisely about how they could relate instruc- 
tional strategies used in tutoring to a subsequent practicum she taught. Super- 
vising former tutoring practicum students during their student teacher semester, 
Deborah learned that they tended to see what they had done when tutoring 
one child as unrelated to teaching reading to small or large groups of children. 

Concerned, we began talking together about our respective courses 
(Helene taught special education majors in New Jersey, and Deborah taught 
special education and elementary education majors in Florida) and the stmc- 
ture of the existing tutoring practicums. We looked to the literature for insights 
on how other course instmctors had attempted to make the literacy practicum 
an educative experience, only to find that few definite solutions exist (Hedrick, 
McGee, & Mittag, 2000; Koals, 1994). Other educators have written of similar 
limitations related to course-related field experiences (Arends & Winitzky, 
1999; Knowles & Cole, 1996) and many have pointed to the Professional 
Development School as a promising site for addressing those concerns. Lack- 
ing access to fully operating professional development schools, we sought to 
modify the course practicum in order to incorporate features of successful 
school/university partnerships. Among the issues that we considered in do- 
ing so were: the importance of selecting a site conducive to learning (Carter 
& Andes, 1996); the need to ensure that course and field experiences are 
mutually reinforcing (Kidd, Sanchez, & Thorp, 2000); the need to have stu- 
dent and faculty presence in a school and to engender students’ relationships 
with a range school personnel (Grisham, Laguardia, & Brink, 2000); and the 
need to provide students with feedback and opportunities for reflection 
(Knowles & Coles, 1999). 

This paper describes our initial fmstrations with the practicums as they 
had historically been implemented at our sites, then details the changes we 
made to improve the effectiveness of this experience. We draw from detailed 
surveys that our students completed at the beginning and ending of our 
courses, our observations of their lessons with children, reports from class- 
room teachers and principals, and an analysis of their written work. 
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A Sampling of the Practicums’ Shortcomings 

One of the most serious problems we noted was the lack of consistency 
in our students’ experiences. At Deborah’s site, the elementary education stu- 
dents had traditionally been expected to find their own placements. This meant 
that some used family members or neighbors’ children, a situation that some- 
times caused tension or even disagreements that lasted beyond the length of 
the course. Other students found placements in schools, but it was not un- 
common for them to arrive at the school ready to tutor, only to be told by their 
tutees’ teachers that the session had to be cancelled. Sometimes there was an 
assembly or field trip that the teacher had “foigotten” to tell the tutor about, 
or the child had unfinished work that needed to be finished up — die reasons 
given were numerous and usually legitimate — but conveyed to the tutors a 
message that what they were doing was tolerated but not valued by the school 
personnel. 

In Helene’s case, the students were all placed at the same school, yet 
even then had qualitatively different experiences. Their general education 
teacher hosts varied to such a degree that sometimes tutors were given no 
guidance at all for working with their tutees, while others were asked to 
implement highly scripted reading programs. Moreover, the tutors held their 
sessions in a range of locations, everywhere from a corner of the classroom, 
to hallways, even in a materials storage room. Again, the message sent to the 
students was that their presence was a burden, not an asset to the school. 
Since the preservice teachers (at both campuses) were working with chil- 
dren of all ages, it was also more difficult to tailor class sessions so as to 
address all students’ tutoring needs. 

Working both separately and together, the authors made a number of 
changes to their courses and their approach to the tutoring component. Of 
these improvements, three in particular appeared to make the tutoring ex- 
perience significantly more meaningful for students: (1) establishing a true 
partnership with a school; (2) designing more authentic course assignments; 
and (3) fostering collegial relationship development between school and uni- 
versity participants. Each of these will be described in more detail below. 



Establishing a True Partnership 

Both of us made deliberate decisions about the practicum setting. We 
each wanted to locate a school that had a diverse population where the staff 
was committed to serving the needs of all learners. Finding a site where the 
administration was not merely willing to cooperate, but was enthusiastic and 
convinced that the program offered valuable opportunities for all participants. 
Finally, we also sought to find schools where family involvement was en- 
couraged and appreciated. 
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Enlisting a high level of support from the principal and other key con- 
tact people (e.g., the special services coordinator, the reading specialists, the 
librarian) was instrumental in developing a true partnership with the selected 
schools. In both cases, we met at length with these individuals and explained 
our program needs while also discussing their specific school needs so that 
we could develop a tutoring program that benefited everyone. At the NJ site, 
Helene actually changed the tutoring time from mid-morning to a before- 
school program to eliminate the problems teachers experienced when chil- 
dren were pulled from class during instructional time. In the FL site, Deborah 
held her classes at the school building and worked the class time around the 
teachers’ preferred tutoring time. Planning discussions also addressed issues 
related to tutee selection and space. At one site it was decided that the mtees 
would all come from the third grade, while at the other, the focus was on 
first and second graders who had been identified by teachers as “at-risk” for 
literacy failure. In both cases, tutors and their tutees were placed more cen- 
trally in the school (no more storage closets). This allowed the instructors to 
have a real presence in the building on tutoring days. 

In each location, the principal officially welcomed the preservice teach- 
ers into the building and made statements to them about how much their 
tutoring work was appreciated. The fact that the principals routinely spoke 
to the tutors when they were in the building impressed many of them and 
made them feel part of the school community. One smdent commented about 
how valued she felt, noting that, “Even the principal thanked us on a daily 
basis!” There was also a wider awareness of the program among the school 
faculty than had existed in the past that lent more support for the tutors. For 
example, if a tutor needed extra time with a child who had arrived late tor 
tutoring, the teachers were more willing to honor that tutor’s request. 



Designing Authentic Course Assignments 

As instnictors. we advocated to our students the importance of using 
authentic literacv^ assessments and developing authentic literacy tasks with 
children. We therefore felt compelled to reexamine our own course assign- 
ments in relation to the tutoring practicum. Revisions were made in three 
specific areas; assessment, planning, and reflection. All students were required 
to use appropriate assessment instruments to determine their tutee s literacy 
strengths and weaknesses, to develop lesson plans for each tutoring session, 
and to reflect on each session before developing the next lesson. 

Assessment 

Because the tutees were of similar ages, both instructors were able to 
focus class instruction on the specific assessment measures that the tutors 
would be using. The preservice teachers were prepared during the first few 



Helene M. Anthony and Deborah Lee Harris 227 



weeks of class to begin their tutoring sessions with a variety of informal lit- 
eracy assessments in order to identify specific literacy goals for their tutor- 
ing. Among the assessment instruments used were Marie Clay’s (1993) Ob- 
servation Survey, a commercial informal reading inventory, observation check- 
lists, and interest interviews. Each student wrote a diagnostic report summa- 
rizing her tutee’s performance on assessments before and after tutoring ses- 
sions, reviewed the teaching methods used during tutoring, indicated where 
her tutee had made progress, and made recommendations for future inter- 
ventions. While this task did not differ dramatically from ones the instmctors 
had used before, the audience for the reports broadened to include not only 
the instmctor but also the classroom teacher and/or reading specialist work- 
ing with the student’s tutee. In fact, in the FL setting, the principal provided 
substitute coverage so the teachers could meet with the tutors to discuss their 
reports at the end of the tutoring experience. The quality of the reports was 
noticeably improved from previous semesters and students’ comments indi- 
cated that they came to see the diagnostic report as an important teaching 
tool, not merely as a class assignment. One student noted that, “The reports 
gave me a good starting point [for tutoring] and helped me see the changes 
in my tutee’s literacy skills.” Another saw the value of writing the reports in 
contributing to her understanding of children’s literacy development: “Al- 
though they were long, I believe that doing them was really important — 
Writing about it helped me understand it.” 

In the NJ site, where the tutors met twice a week with their tutees, the 
students were also required to produce a literacy portfolio for the tutees, 
giving them a real-life context for understanding this type of assessment (Farr, 
1994; Koals, 1994). However, what made the project tmly authentic was the 
fact that it was presented to the tutee’s parent/guardian at the celebration 
day at the end of tutoring. Orchestrating occasions for preservice teachers to 
offer their insights to parents and teachers provides them with the opportu- 
nity to experience a more professional role. Students seemed a bit appre- 
hensive and anxious when these assignments were first given, focusing on 
their novice status and role as learners. After completing them, however, their 
confidence and increased sense of competence were evident. One student 
noted on her survey that, “As I wrote the final report I was surprised to re- 
alize exactly how much I did know about literacy development and instruc- 
tion.” Another commented that “. . . it was not only a good learning experi- 
ence. but for me, it was one to prove to myself that I was capable of doing 
it. And somewhat successful at it too!” 

Planning 

Once tutors were meeting in central locations, the instructors could be 
present at tutoring sessions and have the opportunity to closely monitor each 
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tutor’s planning and instruction. Every tutor was required to submit his or 
her lesson plan to us at the start of the tutoring session. The tutors met with 
their tutees either twice a week for an hour for fifteen weeks (NJ site), or 
once a week for an hour and twenty minutes for seven weeks (FL site). Since 
one-on-one literacy tutoring is different from whole-class instruction, we 
developed a lesson plan format that more closely matched the nature of a 
tutoring session. The format required tutors to (1) identify a specific literacy 
goal (or goals); (2) describe what materials and strategies they were using to 
meet that goal; (3) outline the procedure they were following; and (4) ex- 
plain why they were using those particular materials in that particular way. 
We asked the tutors to design literacy experiences for their tutees using text 
at all three reading levels (independent, instructional, and listening), and to 
structure their time so that at each session, the tutor read to the child, the 
child read to the tutor, and they read'another text together. Within the given 
time frame, they were also encouraged to include other activities as appro- 
priate, such as drawing, writing, puppetry, games, or creating visual displays 
of text content. Even though the format was stipulated, it was made clear to 
students that the goals/objectives, teaching strategies and materials had to 
be tailored to the tutee’s needs. The Johns and Lenski (1997) text. Improving 
Reading: A Handbook of Strategies, was used in both courses as a resource 
book for students. Everyone was expected to use the book, but in different 
ways depending on their tutoring goals. This flexible stnicture for lesson 
development was greeted positively by the students. There were many com- 
ments on the post surveys like the following, "We had the freedom to create 
lessons of choice/necessity rather than follow strict guidelines,” and “I learned 
how to build a lesson around a student.” 

In addition to the lesson planning format for individual sessions, we also 
expected our students to work within a diagnostic teaching framework 
(Wixson, 1991). That is, students needed to be mindful that each teaching 
session was also an assessment opportunity. While tutors were to have de- 
veloped thoughtful and detailed plans based on their tutee’s individual needs, 
we discussed in class the necessity of keeping plans flexible and interacting 
in a way that is responsive to the child’s performance. After each session, 
students were required to write a response to the question. What did you 
learn about your tutees literacy processes today? W!e. found that our students’ 
anticipation of this question did encourage them to see their mtoring as on- 
going assessment and to expect to make on-the-spot changes to their origi- 
nal plans. When describing what was learned from mtoring, one smdent 
revealed her awareness of this aspect of diagnostic teaching by stating: “I 
had the chance to practice making adjustments and to use my mtee to judge 
how I am doing and what I need to do more of.” 
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Reflection 

A critical aspect of diagnostic teaching is being reflective. As teacher 
educators, we felt it was important for our students to reflect on their teach- 
ing on two levels. In terms of their role as tutor/diagnostic teacher, we wanted 
them to analyze the sessions in ways that would inform them about their 
tutee s strengths and needs, as well as the efficacy of their instmctional choices. 
Past experience had taught us that preservice teachers tended to focus on 
more superficial aspects of the tutoring experience. When asked to reflect 
on their sessions, for example, a student might glibly comment that it was 
successful “because the tutee had fun,” or because “I learned I have to be 
more patient.” We also felt that it was important for the students to reflect on 
their developing knowledge of self as a teacher, both their own understand- 
ing of the reading process and their role in promoting children’s literacy 
growth. In addition to the question described above regarding their tutee’s 
literacy processes revealed during the session, students were also asked to 
write a response to the following: What did you leam about yourself as a 
teacher? How will today’s session influence your future planning? Students 
shared their responses in small groups and also got written and verbal feed- 
back from us. We both feel that focusing our students’ attention on these 
specific questions resulted in a more thoughtful and substantive analysis of 
the tutoring sessions and also helped make the idea of diagnostic teaching 
more concrete. Students’ written reflections also helped us better to guide 
them in their planning. For example, one student wrote, “When I walked 
away from my child today I felt like a failure as a teacher. He did okay, but 
I guess I was expecting instant results, an instant fix. Later after we talked I 
realized that sometimes growth is very slow and incremental. I can’t take out 
my frustration on the child but have to go back to the drawing board for the 
next session.” Comments like these allowed us to begin a discussion about 
the importance of looking for and building on progress, and the need to 
remain flexible when designing instmction. 



Fostering Collegial Relationships 

Previous placements had, all too often, isolated the tutors from the rest 
of the school. We believe that future teachers, both special educators and 
general educators, need to understand the larger picture of remedial reading 
instruction, and develop a holistic view of a stmggling reader. With that goal 
in mind, we both incorporated into the design of the tutoring practicum 
opportunities for tutors to interact with other professionals in the building. 
For example, tutors were required to make contact with either the tutee’s 
classroom teacher or reading specialist during the experience. Some ex- 
changed notes, others spoke in person or on the telephone. While not all of 

ERIC 



244 



230 Celebrating the Voices of Literacy 



the teachers responded, some very productive sharing did occur. Students 
made comments such as the following “She [the classroom teacher] provided 
some extra materials and gave me some guidance. She made it clear that I 
had her support,” and “This contact [with the tutee’s reading teacher] allowed 
me access to her strategies and some literature.” A few students even ob- 
served in their tutee’s classroom. One believed that this enabled her “. . . to 
see how I could help my tutee based on what his teacher did in the class- 
room.” 

In addition, communication with parents was considered an important 
goal of the practicum. Helene recjuired tutors to send a note home with tutees 
to explain what they were doing and to solicit information that would be 
helpful to them. Deborah had students fill out a daily feedback form that 
went home to parents. In both cases, we were trying to model ways that 
teachers could establish positive, on-going communication with parents. As 
with the classroom teachers, resp>onses firom parents varied and this provided 
real-life lessons about parental involvement. Some students were surprised 
at how involved some of the parents were, as one noted, “Her mother said 
she practiced her sight words at the dinner table with her.” In the before- 
school program, a few parents were seen when they dropped off their chil- 
dren and informal conversations took place between parents and tutors on 
a regular basis: “She [the child’s mother] told me about my tutee s progress 
in class and also asked me to work on certain tasks. It really helped to know 
she supported my work as well as worked with my tutee at home. 

At the NJ site, the celebration at the completion of the tutoring program 
was intended to provide a formal opportunity to meet parents, as every tutee s 
family received an invitation to come have rolls and coffee and meet their 
child’s tutor. This was the setting for the sharing of the tutoring portfolio. 
This past semester the celebration also included readers theater performances 
by all the children. All but two children had at least one parent or family 
member present at the celebration. 

While we frequently have objectives in our college courses related to 
parental involvement, we are rarely able to provide our students the oppor- 
tunity to speak substantively with a child’s parent prior to student teaching. 
This aspect of the tutoring experience gave the preseivice teachers the chance 
to begin to understand the role of families and also the complicated lives of 
many families: “Because of (the tutee’s) lateness, I had many uncompleted 
lessons, but she is one of ten foster children all getting ready for school.” 
There was also evidence of a developing sensitivity in some of the students’ 
comments about their tutee’s family involvement. One student noted that 
she had had difficulty communicating with her tutee’s non-English speaking 
parents: “I sent a couple of notes home and received no response.” While 
she may have initially interpreted this as parental lack of concern about her 
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tutee’s involvement in the program, she came to realize that that was not the 
case, “On tlie last day her mother seemed very interested in everything we 
had done together.” 

Conclusions 

Both of us believe the implemented changes had a significant impact 
on our students’ learning. At both sites, all tutors reported that the experi- 
ence was a positive one. As reported in other studies of reading tutoring, 
our students also found the experience to be personally rewarding (Hedrick, 
McGee, & Mittag, 2(XX); Rogers, 1995; Worth & Prater, 1998). In addition, our 
students commented about how they grew as teachers. We believe that set- 
ting up the practicum to allow for more consistency in placements (i.e., tu- 
tors tutoring on the same days in a centralized location, or tutees coming 
from a narrow range of grade levels) resulted in a more coherent course, 
one in which information was presented specifically targeted to the needs of 
the tutoring placement, as well as information that was intentionally outside 
the parameters of the practicum (i.e., unique needs of the struggling adoles- 
cent reader, published remedial reading programs, and so forth). 

We also have some evidence that the students perceived themselves to 
be much better prepared to provide appropriate literacy instruction to strug- 
gling readers. Between developing lessons, writing reports, and meeting with 
teachers and/or parents, the students felt that they had developed both skills 
and confidence for future teaching. They learned tlie value of coming to know 
children as individual literacy learners. Whereas past students had seen the 
practicum as not connected to future teaching in a whole class setting, com- 
ments such as the following were common amongst our current students: “I 
got to focus on the details with one student that I can now use when look- 
ing at a group of students.” Another wrote: 

One thing I began to realize during the tutoring sessions was the im- 
portance of one-on-one experiences with each saident. If a teacher 
does not make that extra effort to get to know a student as an indi- 
vidual and try to uderstand some things that can be used as motivating 
factors for that particular kid, then many children will be lost along the 
way. 

While we feel we have made some great strides in improving our stu- 
dents’ learning from the aitoring experience, there are areas in which we 
will continue to work. For example, many students indicated that they would 
have liked a more structured interaction with the classroom and reading 
teachers throughout the tutoring, as well as more opportunities to commu- 
nicate with parents. We see it as a positive sign that the students were re- 
questing this type of interaction for future tutoring practicums. They had clearly 
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seen the potential value of these types of contacts. One student reflected: “I 
should have spoken with the reading specialist sooner because she is a valu- 
able resource and has lots of materials.” In addition, more staictured and/or 
regular contact with classroom and reading teachers could help the course 
instaictors better address another area of concern, the selection of appropri- 
ate children’s literature. It became clear that students had a more difficult 
time than we had anticipated in translating the grade levels identified in the 
IRI for independent, instructional and frustration level text into appropriate 
children’s literature choices. While both instmctors discussed characteristics 
of books for emergent, early and fluent readers, as well as the concept of 
leveled books, and brought materials into the classroom to demonstrate both 
of these ideas, individual students noticeably struggled to make these mate- 
rial selections for their tutees. Discussing material selection with a teacher as 
part of tutoring, with all the classroom materials and library titles available in 
that setting, seems a wonderful learning opportunity. We need to think of 
ways to make that time available to both teachers and tutors. 

Additionally, even though tutors administered interest inventories dur- 
ing their very first meeting with their tutees, not all of them took the child’s 
interests and other strengths into account when planning tutoring sessions. 
Even though they had been instructed to build on the child’s strengths to 
develop areas of weakness, they sometimes missed these oppormnities, lor 
example, not using a third-grader’s interest in snakes to introduce him to the 
great variety of types of informational text, or not using the well-developed 
verbal skills of an early emergent first-grader to develop brief language ex- 
perience stories to “read.” Perhaps more stmctured communication with par- 
ents would help keep the tutors focused on those aspects of the child’s 
personality and talents that are not literacy-dependent. What to do in those 
very few cases where parental involvement is unlikely, remains a challenge. 
As the special services coordinator at Helene’s site said, “We’re making a 
special effort to identify children for tutoring who are really at-risk for lit- 
eracy failure. For a few' of those children, their home situation is part of their 
risk.” We clearly don’t w^ant to make decisions that eliminate children from 
participating in a beneficial program because of lack of parental involvement. 

Finally, both of us learned the challenge of maintaining the partnership 
with the school. It is ironic that we (the instructors and the program) be- 
came so much an accepted part of the school (i.e., no longer guests) that the 
potential for taking the tutoring program for granted existed. School faculty 
need to realize that every group of preservice teachers should receive the 
same demonstrations of enthusiasm and appreciation as the first group, for 
example, welcome sign and refreshments, opening orientation, closing cel- 
ebration, and so forth. College instructors need to continually evaluate whether 
the program is meeting the expectations of the school. In order to facilitate 
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this, the authors have a formal debriefing meeting with their school contact 
people at the conclusion of each semester to reflect on the mtoring experi- 
ence and decide on changes for future semesters. 

The tutoring practicum is such an integral part of many remedial read- 
ing courses and its potential impact on what students take away from the 
course is significant. The selection of the tutoring site, as well as decisions 
about pupil participation, space and time need to be made with great care. 
Additionally, course instmctors need to thoughtfully align class content and 
assignments with the practicum experience in order to capitalize on the tu- 
toring as an opportunity to promote substantive growth in novices’ ability to 
become skilled diagnostic teachers. 
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Abstract 

This qualitative study builds on previous studies that described types oj 
dissonance experience by preservice teachers enrolled in their initial literacy 
courses. The current study reports on the beliefs and practices of preservice 
teachers at the end of their field-based teacher education program. Specifi- 
cally, the types of dissonance experience by preservice teachers in their fifth 
field-based literacy course will be described. 



Introduction 

For public school students to achieve their maximum potential in read- 
ing, teachers must implement teaching and learning strategies that reflect best 
practice (Cunningham & Allington, 1999: USDOE. 1987). Research indicates 
that teachers' beliefs concerning such practice have an intense impact on 
their behavior in the classroom. Teachers tend to use the same methods of 
instmction that they experienced during their own schooling regardless of 
whether or not they have a basis in research (Britzman, 1991; Lortie, 1975). 
Wells (1994) has noted that change in teachers is the prerequisite to educa- 

250 



236 Celebrating the Voices of Literacy 



tional change. Since beliefs are primarily based on one’s prior experience, it 
is necessary to experience reflection (Risko, Roskos, & Veukelich, 1999) and 
some type of disequilibria (Dressman, Graves, & Webster, 1999; Wolf, Hill, & 
Ballentine, 1999) or dissonance for change to occur (A 2 jen, 1988; Festinger, 
1957). Thus, it becomes critical to investigate dissonance and the factors in 
change in preservice teacher beliefs. This qualitative study builds on previ- 
ous studies that described types of dissonance experienced by pre-service 
teachers enrolled in their initial literacy courses. 

Recent research (Linek, Nelson, Sampson, Zeek, Mohr, & Hughes 1999; 
Zeek & Wickstrom, 1999) has described changes in pre-service teachers’ beliefs 
about literacy and factors contributing to those changes in a variety of set- 
tings, i.e., a university based literacy methods course with no field experi- 
ence, a university-based literacy methods course with unsupervised field 
experience, and a field-based literacy methods course. Factors contributing 
to the changes common to all programs were instructor modeling, course 
assignments/readings, cognitive dissonance, and reflection. Although pre- 
service teachers in each program experienced change, students participat- 
ing in the field-based program described a greater variety of dissonance fac- 
tors impacting their beliefs about literacy instruction. Factors unique to field- 
based courses include cultural dissonance, emotional dissonance, experien- 
tial dissonance, and political dissonance. Implications of this research sup- 
port a field-based model of teacher education for development of a com- 
plex view of the process of literacy teaching. 

Since the field-based model has become an accepted and increasingly 
widespread mode of pre-service teacher education, it is critical to explore 
how beliefs are formed and changed within this type of program. Current 
research on pre-service teachers has mainly described what occurs in early 
childhood programs (Martin, Martin, & Martin, 1999) and initial literacy meth- 
ods courses (Sampson, Walker, & Fazio, 1999). However, little is still known 
about how that dissonance changes as pre-service teachers with reading 
specializations move through their final field-based literacy courses. The 
objectives of this study were to: a) better understand literacy beliefs and change 
processes in pre-service teachers with reading specializations engaged in a 
field-based teacher education program, b) ascertain factors influencing their 
change processes during the course of one year, and c) describe categories 
of dissonance based on multiple data sources. 



Methods 

The present inquiry took place during the fall semester of 1999. The 
population consisted of eleven pre -service teachers majoring in reading edu- 
cation while engaged in a field-based teacher education program during the 
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final year of preparation. The field-based program at Texas A&M University- 
Commerce is designed to incorporate university and public school collabo- 
ration in order to increase the educational opportunities for public school 
students and pre-service teachers. The first semester students are designated 
as interns, and spend two full days per week in the public schools and one 
day per week at the university for instructional seminars which are designed 
to help pre-service teachers develop conceptual knowledge of core curricu- 
lum components as well as focusing on collaborative group discussions that 
interweave effective teaching strategies. During their second semester, stu- 
dents are classified as residents, and spend five days in the public schools. 
They return to the university for instmctional seminars once every two weeks. 

The researchers collaborated to devise a fomial study to explore the lit- 
eracy beliefs and change processes in pre-service teachers. Questions guid- 
ing this study were: 

1. What are pre-service teachers’ majoring in reading education be- 
liefs about literacy, literacy instmction, and assessment before and 
after their semester-long field-based teacher education experience? 

2. What changes occur in the beliefs of pre-service teachers majoring 
in reading education? 

3. What factors influence the change process? 

The researchers in the current study have been exploring pre-service 
teachers’ beliefs in their own respective literacy methods courses (the fifth 
and sixth courses in a reading specialization sequence) utilizing self reported 
data and artifacts, responses from various class activities, produced by stu- 
dents in public school classrooms. Similar trends were perceived to be com- 
mon across the students and the courses, which were different than described 
in the previous research about initial literacy methods courses. 

The conceptual base of courses utilized in this study were learning how 
to plan and implement various vocabulary and strategic instructional read- 
ing strategies, as well as to assess the students’ acquisition of content knowl- 
edge being taught by the pre-service teacher in the public school classroom. 
After the course instructor modeled various vocabulary and reading strate- 
gies, the pre-service teachers were required to plan and implement six les- 
sons incorporating vocabulary strategies to be taught in their respective field 
classrooms. Additional course requirements included using a spelling fea- 
tures word list to assess the developmental spelling stage of their classroom 
students. Based upon this analysis, the findings were used to plan and orga- 
nize appropriate word study activities. After the pre-service teacher taught a 
lesson, a reflection form was completed and analyzed to identify patterns of 
perceptions concerning their teaching of each of the six required lessons. 
“Through self-knowledge a teacher can begin to see how life experiences 
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shape behavior in the classroom. Self-knowledge is essential to good teach- 
ing” (Draper, 1994, p. 3). 



Data Sources and Analysis 

Eleven pre-service teachers majoring in reading education completed 
pre- and post- semi-structured, open-ended questionnaires exploring their 
beliefs concerning literacy/literacy instruction prior to beginning a semester 
of field-based experience and at the end of the semester long experience 
(see appendix). Reflection forms addressing tlie experiences that the pro- 
spective teachers completed throughout the semester were also utilized as 
data sources. In addition, researchers condurted instrurtor interviews, and 
coUerted artifacts, collected student responses from various class activities 
and from the field-based experiences to more thoroughly explore the per- 
ceptions of the pre-service teachers, shifts that occurred and factors. 

Constant comparative analysis (Strauss & Corbin, 1990) was selected to 
analyze data. Codes and categories were identified and modified as the analysis 
proceeded (Bogdan & Biklen, 1992) in order to: 1) identify the pre-service 
teachers’ beliefs about literacy at the beginning and end of the field-based 
experience; 2) identify changes in beliefs; and 3) identify factors that influ- 
enced changes in beliefs. As the categories from the data emerged, areas 
that were c< instant across multiple data sources were explored, verified, and 
corroborated by the research team until a consensus was reached. After the 
categories were established, the researchers reexamined the data and sorted 
the responses into various categories. The responses were tallied using a 
frequency count and percentages of the total comments were computed for 
each category. Some students gave answers that fell into more than one 
category, thus total percentage is not reported. Credibility of the study was 
further strengthened through team collaboration and prolonged and persis- 
tent observation. 

Results 

The semi-structured, open-ended questionnaires were analyzed to de- 
termine the pre-service teachers’ beliefs about literacy, literacy instruction, 
and assessment before and after their semester of field-based teacher expe- 
riences. Responses were coded and six broad domains emerged: 1) beliefs 
about good readers; 2) beliefs about how to teach beginning readers; 3) beliefs 
about reading expository text with unfamiliar vocabulary; 4) beliefs about 
organization and management; and 5) beliefs about assessment. Percentages 
addressing the specific belief patterns categorized under each of the six 
domains are represented in the respective tables (see Tables 1-5). 

Categories and percentages addressing the prospective teachers’ beliefs 
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concerning good readers are shown in Table 1 . Calculation and comparison 
of the percentages of total comments were distributed over 10 factors. Some 
students gave answers that fell into more than one category, thus total per- 
centage is not reported. 

Beliefs About Good Readers 

Prior to their field-based experiences, pre-service teachers tended to have 
a limited view of good readers with only five categories emerging from the 
data describing good readers (see Table 1). These addressed a reader's abil- 
ity to “say the words correctly,” “understand what they read,” and “like to 
read.” In addition, their responses indicated a belief that good readers “read 
at grade level.” 

Table 1. Beliefs about Good Readers 



Beliefs Percentage 





Pre 


Post 


Focus on "Word Level 


73 


9 


Focus on Comprehension Level 


54 


73 


Non-Specific Focus on Affect 


36 


18 


Ability at Grade Level 


27 


45 


Fluency Does Assure Comprehension 


9 


0 


Ability to Decode Does Not Mean the Child Understands 


0 


27 


Uses Strategies 


0 


18 


Reads for Different Purposes 


0 


9 


Growth Equals Success 


0 


36 


Gain Information 


0 


36 



After being in public schools for one semester, students’ responses shifted. 
Only two of the original categories showed an increase in responses. These 
categories addressed comprehension and the ability to read material on grade 
level. The pre-service teachers grew in their beliefs that the ability to read on 
“grade level,” and comprehension of material were indicators of a “good 
reader.” Their comments concerning comprehension expanded into specific 
areas that dealt with expository text. A new category emerged indicating their 
belief that good readers “gain information” from text they are reading. Addi- 
tional new categories addressed beliefs that “fluent” reading does not always 
equal comprehension; growth in reading should be an indicator of success 
or “good” reading, and the importance of the use of strategies and varying 
purposes for different texts. Interestedly, the prospective teachers demon- 
strated an increased belief in the importance of comprehension, as the be- 
liefs addressing a non-specific view of affect decreased. 
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Beliefs About How to Teach Beginning Readers 

When categories were identified and percentages calculated addressing 
the prospective teachers' beliefs concerning how to teach beginning read- 
ers, a variance of percentages of the categories under four domains where 
prominent (see Table 2). For example, when asked prior to the field-based 
course what she would do to teach beginning readers to read one pre-ser- 
vice teacher said, “I would teach the children how to sound out each letter. 
I would then teach them how to combine letters to fomi words, teach the 
meaning of words, and make sure they are aware of vowels and consonants 
and how they are used. With the use of phonics I would teach the children 
to read. I think if taken step by step reading can be a simple, successful task.” 
After the field-based experience this same pre-service teacher said, “Teach 
them phonics and how to make meaning from words. They need syntax 
and semantics. Lots of strategies and activities.” The shift illustrated in this 
case is from focusing on letters, words, and teaching to integrating the three 
cueing systems and helping children learn how to make meaning from words. 



Table 2. Beliefs About How To Teach Beginning Readers 



Beuefs 


Pre 


Percentage 

Post 


Sound 


0 


9 


Letter 


36 


9 


Word 


18 


45 


Text 


36 


36 



A further illustration of the beliefs before and after the field-based course 
follows in the words of this pre -service teacher who initially said, “I would 
begin with letter/ sound relationships starting with consonants, then move to 
vowels. After that, I would use the CVC pattern to introduce word families. 
By using word sorts, I would gradually advance to the more difficult sorts.” 
After the field-based course the same pre-service teacher said, “For beginning 
readers I would first get them excited about reading by reading aloud to them 
wonderful books, including pattern books and rhyme. I would use big books, 
journal writing, and create their own books. I would use as many different 
ideas as possible to show the students that reading is everywhere. I also want 
mv writing program to share an equal part of my reading instruction.” 

Beliefs About Reading Expository Text with Unfamiliar Vocabulary 

A shift also occurred in beliefs about what one should do when facilitat- 
ing the reading of expository text with unfamiliar words (see Table 3). Initially, 
almost half of the pre-service teachers saw little or no need to do anything prior 
to the reading of expository text to facilitate saident understanding. For ex- 
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ample, prior to the field-based course, when asked if she would do anything 
with unfamiliar words in a fourth grade passage on how a forest develops, 
one pre-service teacher said, “No, I would allow them to read it and then allow 
time for sharing aloud so maybe they could discover what the passage means 
from the help of each other.” After the field-based course the same pre-ser- 
vice teacher said, “Yes, I would. One strategy that could be done prior to 
reading the story is ‘Question My Word Knowledge.’ It gives the students an 
opportunity to be introduced to the word, have the opportunity to give their 
definition to the word, and then visit a dictionary to check for the meaning.” 

Table 3. Beliefs About Reading Expository Text 
with Unfamiliar Vocabulary 

Beuefs Percentage 



Pre Post 

No need to do anything prior to reading 27 0 

Might be a need for doing something prior to reading 18 0 

Would do something prior to Reading 54 100 



Beliefs About Language Learning 

The pre -service teachers in this study were also able to better articulate 
their beliefs about language learning after the field-based course. Prior to the 
course 45% articulated self-assurance of how children learn language; after 
the course a significant growth occurred showing an 81% variance in beliefs. 
For example, prior to tlie course when presented with the question, “Children 
learn language and learn about language by being a language user. What does 
that mean to you as a teacher of readers, writers, speakers, and listeners?” One 
pre-service teacher said, “It means modeling to the students proper grammar 
when we talk or read to our students. We should communicate to our students 
in the same way we want them to be able to communicate to us as well as 
others. Skills for listening, speaking, comprehending, and writing must be 
taught in order for children to be successful complete language users.” After 
the field-based course the same pre-service teacher said, “Experience makes 
the difference in development, not just the age. Students that have been stimu- 
lated and motivated to speak, read, write, listen, bloom, and grow. Students 
that have not may seem to be stifled or behind, yet they are just at an earlier 
developmental stage due to their experiences with language.” The “pre” 
comments focus on the teacher and teaching whereas the “post” comments 
focus on what children actually experience. As far as understanding how chil- 
dren learn language, there was significant growth in pre-service teachers’ un- 
derstanding of how language obviously is a central aspect of learning to read. 
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Beliefs About Organization and Management 

Domain 5 focuses on the pre-service teachers’ beliefs of organization and 
management (see Table 4). Prior to the field-based course, prospective teach- 
ers had very general beliefs. For example, one pre-service teacher said, “Life 
is not divided into subjects that we separate and work on for a certain amount 
of time each day. Our classroom routines should not be divided into content 
areas that we cover separately and independently.” After the course the same 
pre-service teacher said, “I would choose to use integrated units across the 
curriculum. Create thematic units for a book or topic and include all learning 
areas in this study/lesson.” Prior to the course another pre-service teacher said, 
“I think you should try to integrate subjects as much as possible. I think that 
there will be more time for reading and writing if the subjects are integrated.” 
After the course the same pre-service teacher said, “I want to integrate the 
subjects as much as possible. For example, with the Civil War I’d have them 
write about it and have them add up dates or figure out how old those people 
would be today.” Thus, initially emphases were placed on a general theory 
of organization. After the course, these pre-service teachers were able to 
articulate specific ways to manage and organize instmction. 



Table 4. Beliefs About Organization and Management 



Beuefs 


Percentage 




Pre Post 


General 


54 9 


Specific 


45 91 



Beliefs About Assessment 

Table 5 represents the change in pre-service teachers’ beliefs about for- 
mative and summative assessment as they moved through their fifth reading 
specialization course. At the beginning of the course, almost half (45%) of the 
pre-service teachers could give no specifics about how they would assess or 
evaluate students in reading and writing. For example, one pre-service teacher 
said, “I will use my knowledge of reading and writing.” Another pre-service 
teacher said, “I will hear them read and evaluate their writing.” The remain- 
ing pre-service teachers (55%) gave answers indicating some awareness of 
formative and/or summative assessment strategies. After the field-based course 
all of tlie pre-service teachers could identify specific fomiative assessments tliat 
they would employ. For example, the first pre-service teacher said, “Running 
records, reading strategies, tests, group or individual activities. Through re- 
search and a whole lot of time, [sic]” The second one said, “I can do spelling 
inventories that would give me great data to use for my reading groups.” 
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Table 5. Beliefs About Assessment 



Beuefs 


Percentage 
Pre Post 


Formative 


45 


100 


Summative 


36 


18 


No Specifics 


45 


0 



After detenniriing the shifts pre-service teachers had made in beliefs 
during the semester long experience, their written reflections completed af- 
ter teaching a lesson were analyzed. Students responded to the following 
open-ended prompts: 

What went well with the strategy lesson? 

What did not go well with the strategy? 

How did the students benefit from this strategy? 

I wish I had . . .or the next time I will make these changes. 

What did you learn? 

Categories of Dissonance and Accompanying Realizations 

Reflections indicated that pre-service teachers began to experience suf- 
ficient dissonance as they attempted to implement the strategies into their 
lessons to force them into ownership of the teaching process. They began to 
focus on what was making their lesson effective more than on just complet- 
ing an assignment. A careful review of the collective reflections revealed six 
categories of dissonance and realizations (see Table 6). 



Table 6: Categories of Dissonance and Accompanying Realizations 



Appropriate match of instmctional materials 


Frequency 

TIMES reported 


Percentage 


to developmental level of children 


12 


21 


Time management during a lesson 


10 


17.5 


Behavior management during a lesson 


10 


17.5 


Self-monitoring focused on value of strategies 


10 


17.5 


Adequacy of the modeling step of the lesson 


8 


14 


Self-monitoring focused on use of manipulatives. 


7 


12 


Total reflections collected 


57 





The following are specific pre-service teachers’ comments to support 
each of the six areas identified in Table 6: 
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Factor: Appropriate match of instructional materials to the de- 
velopmental level of the children 

When working with 3rd grade resource students one pre-service 
teacher commented: “I modified the material to fit my students and 
they were all successful.” 

Factor: Time management during a lesson 

One pre-service teacher suggested using a timer to help keep the 
children on task while doing the independent phase of the lesson. 
Another pre-service teacher said, “I had to modify the strategy to fit 
into the allotted time.” 

Factor: Behavior management during a lesson 

Some of the pre-service teachers tied their comments of keeping 
the children on task to their own preparation. For example, one pre- 
service teacher said, “Be more organi7,ed. Have a better closure.” 

Factor: Self-monitoring focused on the value of strategies 

“I learned that when they find out the importance of a technique, 
they will use it more on their own.” — “These strategies really work!!” 
“Simply reading the chapters in a text will not ensure that actual 
learning has taken place. Strategies should be used to facilitate real- 
life learning.” 

Factor: Adequacy of the modeling step on the lesson 

“I did not explain the sort very well and they had never done those 
before. I will have sorts on overhead transparencies and do the sorts 
with them as guided practice.” 

Factor: Self-monitoring focused on use of manipulatives 

“Once again, I saw first hand, how having something (other than a' 
worksheet) in their hands — ^works! The students really learn better 
when they can manipulate it!” 

Factors Influencing the Change Process 

The analysis of multiple data sources revealed the strongest influencing 
factor in the change process as being the combination of both field and semi- 
nar experiences (see Table 7). Pre-service teachers noted the value of both 
universiw seminars and field experiences with comments such as: 

■'I have a better understanding of how important reading and writing 
is for the students and how reading and writing is taught in the class- 
room. I also have more strategies to go to for ideas.” 

“The most important aspect of this course was the modeling of the strat- 
egies and the discussion of implementing the strategies.” 
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"I think the strategies are a plus. I have used them and they work. I 
feel every chM can be successful if given the proper tools.” 

"It’s not just phonics, but everything else. It is a whole world, not just 
rote reading. The on-hands practice and the ability to use our informa- 
tion made the biggest difference for me.” 

Thus, the most valuable component for learning how to develop and imple- 
ment literacy instruction and assessment of students in the classroom proved 
to be the combination of the university seminar experience and more focused 
field experience for pre-service teachers majoring in reading education. 

Factors Influencing the Change Process 
Table 7: Factors Influencing the Change Process 

Factors Percentage 

University Seminar Experience 9 

Field Experience 9 

Combination of University and Field Experience 81 



Discussion 

Overall, the results of this study emphasized the pre-service teachers 
change of locus in how to make reading/language learning relevant and 
effective for students in the classroom. The percentages showed a strong focus 
on language functions in real-life context when pre-service teachers consid- 
ered literacy and literacy development at the end of their fifth reading spe- 
cialist course. The pre-service teachers were more specific in their planning 
and teaching of appropriate instructional goals. They also recognized the 
power of combining university seminar instmction with actual implementa- 
tion of literacy lessons in public school classrooms. These findings suppxDit the 
identification of the field-based model of teacher education as critical in the 
effective preparation of teachers (Goodlad, 1991; Holmes Group, 1990 & 1995). 

Kagan (1992) reported that cognitive dissonance is needed for pre-ser- 
vice teachers to confront their own beliefs and acknowledge that modifica- 
tion is necessary for instmctional effectiveness. Tlie reflection and disequilibria 
that occur while experiencing the act of teaching appeared to be the primary 
initiator of dissonance. Although the public school classroom experiences 
triggered the dissonance, the seminar experiences provided the scaffolding 
to facilitate assimilation and accommodation. This aligns with schema theory, 
which identifies dissonance as the trigger for assimilation and accommoda- 
tion (Anderson, 1994). In addition, Upitis (1999) notes that in order to talk 
about effective teaching practices, one has to have actual teaching experiences 
to reflect upon while Vygotsky’s (1976) theory of Zone of Proximal Develop- 
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merit (ZPD) purports that learning can be scaffolded through a learner s 
collaboration with a more knowledgeable person. Thus, scaffolding occurred 
as opportunities to reflect and discuss with knowledgeable others were pio- 
vided in the university seminar. 



Significaace 

The results of this study support Vygotsky’s theory of ZPD, schema theory, 
and the need for field-based teacher preparation. Additionally, since the beliefs 
of pre-service teachers formed at this stage of their preparation were linked 
to hands-on practice in public school classrooms; it is logical to assume that 
they will carry these beliefs into their first year of teaching. This information 
is critical in raising the level of awareness of the importance of planning the 
amount of time spent in field experiences in order that pre-service teachers 
will be prepared to approach their first year of teaching with the necessary 
competences and skills needed for success as school university partnerships 
become the norm in teacher education programs (Donovan, 1999; Wiseman 
1999). Cognitive dissonance is necessary for novices who must confront their 
on beliefs and images and acknowledge that they need adjustment (Newton 
& Smolen, 2000). Consequently, the results of this study further confirm 
Wildman and Niles (1987) findings that teachers and pre-service teacher must 
pass through a stage ol "disequilibration in order to resolve conflicting class 
room experiences to gain new understandings. It is critical that we as research- 
ers explore our own practice and the role it plays in the development of these 
pre-service teachers with reading specializations beliefs and practice. Results 
of this study support dissonance as a critical factor in the change of pre-ser- 
vice teachere’ beliefs concerning practice in literacy instruction and assessment. 



Limitations and Implications 

This study was limited by the number of students in the courses required 
for a specialization in reading education. Further smdy might include the inter- 
connection among the categories and the survey instrument used to gain in 
sight into pie-service teachers’ thinking processes and the occurrence of dissonitnce 
faaors. The collection of data for this research was limited to a questionnaire, in- 
stmctor interviews, and a collection of students responsive from various course 
assignments. Additional means for collecting data may define further categories 
of dissonance. Finally, the investigation of the necessity of experiencing refle- 
aion of disequilibria in order for change to occur in pre-service teachers’ beliefs 
concerning literacy and literacy instruction needs to be further explored before 
ascertaining final conclusions. Tlius, by following these students through their 
residency semester and sixth reading course, the conclusions could be refined. 
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Appendix A. Exploring Preservice Teachers’ Philosophical 
Orientation To Literacy Learning (Pre Poll) 

Student Number 

Sex Age Today's Date 

1. What is a good reader? Why do you say that? 

2. What do students need to know about letter/sound relationships? How 
would you teach that? 

3. Consider children's initial encounters with print in a school setting. 

a) "What would you do to teach beginning readers to read? 

Why would you do that? 

b) What materials would you use to teach begirming readers? 

Why have you decided to use these materials? 

4. There are some unfamiliar words in a fourth grade narrative passage on 
how a forest develops, will you do anything to familiarize students with 
the vocabulary before reading the passage? If so, What would you do? 
and Why would you do that? 

5. Children learn language and learn about language by being a language 
user. What does that mean to you as a teacher of readers, writers, speak- 
ers, and listeners? 

6. How would you organize and manage subjects such as reading, math, 
.science, social studies, and other subjects in your classroom? 

7. What would you use to assess or evaluate smdents in reading and writ- 
ing? How will you collect and use what you have assembled? 

8. Describe your own current attitudes toward reading and writing, that is, 
do you see reading and writing as positive or pleasurable activities you 
do or do you have some negative feelings toward them? Describe your 
attitudes and the kind of materials, reading and writing activities, or top- 
ics/subjects about which you have strong feelings on way or another. 
Have your attitudes changed since the beginning of the semester as a 
result of this course? How? Why do you think so? 

9. As you are working through this class, have your thoughts and feelings 
about teaching reading and writing to elementary saidents changed from 
the beginning of this class? If so: 

a) Explain how your thoughts and feelings have changed. 

b) What particular aspects of this course do you believe are making the 
biggest difference for your? Why do you say that? 

10. If you could change anything about this course, content, components, 
etc. what would you suggest? 
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Appendix B. Philisophical Orientation To Literacy Learning 
(Post Poll) 

Student Name Course# 

SS# Sex Age Today s Date 

1. What is a good reader? Why do you say tliat? 

2. What do students need to know about letter/sound relationships? How 
would you teach that? 

3. Consider children’s initial encounters with print in a school setting. 

a) What would you do to teach beginning readers to read? Why would 
you do thaL^ 

b) What materials would you use to teach beginning readers? Why have 
you decided to use these materials? 

4. There are some unfamiliar words in a fourth grade narrative passage on 
how a forest develops. Would you do anything before presenting the pas- 
sage to the students? If so, What would you do? Why would you do that^ 

5. Children learn language and learn about language by being a language 
user. What does that mean to you as a teacher of readers, writers, speak- 
ers, and listeners? 

6. How would you organize and manage subjects such as reading, math, 
science, social studies, and other subjects in your classroom? 

7. What are your current attitudes toward reading and writing? 

8. What would you use to assess or evaluate students in reading and writ- 
ing? How will you collect and use what you have assembled? 

9. As you are working through this fourth reading class, have your thoughts 
and feelings about teaching reading and writing to elementary students 
changed since you began taking reading courses? If so: 

a) Explain how your thoughts and feelings have changed. 

b) What particular aspects of this course, its components, or content do 
you believe will make the biggest difference for you? Why do you say 
that? 
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Abstract 

Parental involvement in literacy fosters children ’s reading achievement. 
To maximize the impact of this involvement, parents and school personnel 
must share concepts about what is important in children s literacy and lan- 
guage development. By actively addressing parents’ questions about literacy 
learning, teachers and administrators can help parents understand the peda- 
gogical practices that support a variety of instmctional practices. This study, 
the first phase of a larger project, sought to gather and categorize questions 
about literacy and literacy learning that parents ask elementary school prin- 
cipals. 

Mail survey’s invited principals in Ohio to share the questions parents ask 
them. More than 1650 questions were submitted. Collaborative inductive 
analysis yielded 18 categories of questions. The conclusion of the article of 
fers speculations about the origins of these questions and their potential im- 
pact on the nature of home-school relationships. In addition, some possible 
uses of the questions are suggested. 
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“How can I help my child comprehend what s/he is reading?” “Should 
I teach my child to sound out unfamiliar words?” “Taxpayers spend a for- 
tune on text books. Why do I have to pay for trade books, too?” These are 
a small sampling of questions reported by principals in a study that investi- 
gated the naaire of the questions parents ask them. The purpose of this ar- 
ticle is to present our research thus far on what we have dubbed the "Fre- 
quently Asked Questions” (FAQ) Project. 

Why Address Parents’ Questions? 

Research supports the notion that parental involvement in literacy learning 
fosters reading achievement (Baker, Afflerbach, & Reinking, 1996; Durkin, 
1966 ; Morrow, 1995; Rasinski & Fredericks, 1989). Moreover, parents’ atti- 
tudes and beliefs about literacy suggest that they truly want their children to 
succeed (Spiegel, 1994). Spiegel’s review of the literature suggests that parents of 
successful readers share a sense of the importance of education and that they 
value reading aloud to their children. Indeed, many teachers urge parents to 
read aloud to their children because research supports this as an effective 
literacy development practice (Morrow, 1995; Rasinski & Fredericks. 1990). 

Today’s parents, however, find themselves immersed in the politics of 
literacy lingo, achievement test results, advertised home-teaching phonics 
games, and school program adoptions that go far beyond a teacher s recom- 
mendation to read aloud at home. The field of literacy has received recent 
unprecedented national publicity. Reading test scores appear regularly in 
newspaper headlines across the nation; politicians mandate reading bench- 
marks for specific grade levels; school districts purchase costly programs in 
hopes of preventing reading failure among their students. Needless to say, 
national attention to literacy has sparked a wide range of questions by par- 
ents: “Will my child fail the third grade if he can’t pass the test?” “Do you teach 
phonics?” “Why is my child struggling in reading?” Often such questions evolve 
from local newspaper headlines that draw attention to literacy concerns 
(Goodman, 1998; Watson, 1998); additionally, the questions parents ask fre- 
quently reflect beliefs and attitudes about how they were taught to read 
(Zemelman, Daniels, & Hyde, 1998). 

Regardless of the source of parents’ questions, we believe that they are 
important for several reasons. First, parents deserve answers to their ques- 
tions. It is well documented that parental involvement in education contrib- 
utes to the academic achievement of their children (Henderson, 1988; 
Thorkildsen & Stem, 1998; Zemelman et al., 1998). Additionally, home-school 
connections that demonstrate a meaningful commitment to parents have a 
positive impact on student learning (Baker, Allen, Shockley, Pellegrini, Galda, 
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& Stahl, 1996); hence, it behooves us as literacy educators to take a vested 
interest in the questions parents ask about reading and writing. 

Second, the success of home-school cooperation efforts that revolve 
around reading and writing rests, in part, on parents and school personnel 
sharing concepts about what is important in the literacy and language devel- 
opment of children. As Baker, Allen, et al. (1996) aptly comment, this is sig- 
nificant because ‘‘if parents and teachers have different beliefs and goals for 
children, it may be difficult for the two parties to reach a shared understand- 
ing of children's needs” (p. 27). By actively addressing parental questions 
about literacy, teachers and administrators can help parents understand the 
pedagogical principles that support a variety of instructional practices. 

Third, although there are a variety of ways in which literacy educators can 
foster positive relationships between home and school, clear communication 
is a core ingredient of all successful home-school connections (Baker, Affler- 
bach, & Reinking, 1996; Fredericks, 1995). Effectively communicating with 
parents by genuinely addressing their concerns about literacy is one way in 
which teachers and principals can foster positive home-school connections. 
However, while most administrators and teachers intuitively know how to 
communicate with parents, they often lack resources that can systematically 
help them address the questions that parents ask about reading and writing 
instruction (Fredericks, 1995). Indeed in a study of 75 reading educators, 
Fredericks and Taylor (1984-1985) found that although “most reading profes- 
sionals are aware of the variety of ideas, suggestions, and information that 
could be shared with parents . . . [they] need an operational framework upon 
which to build a successful outreach program” (p. 186). Another large-scale 
survey study (Jacobson, Reutzel, & Hollingsworth, 1992) of elementary prin- 
cipals concluded similarly that principals “may need readily accessible and 
practical information” about current innovations in reading education (p. 370). 
We concur that knowledge of current literacy research can provide teachers 
and administrators with important background information for answering 
parents’ questions about reading programs and practices. However, knowl- 
edge about the nature and types of parents’ questions is also needed. 

Our study addressed the following question: What are the questions 
parents ask most frequently regarding the literacy education of their chil- 
dren? By investigating the nature of parental concerns, this research serves 
as a beginning framework for educators as they strive to ensure that parents 
are informed on a variety of literacy issues that often spark lively discussions 
beyond the classroom walls. 
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Method 

The researchers were university faculty members, doctoral students, and 
classroom teachers. Letters explaining the project were mailed to all public 
and private elementary school principals in Ohio. The principals were in- 
vited to participate in the project by listing the questions that parents most 
frequently ask regarding literacy learning. Thus, data for the study consisted 
of principals’ renderings of parents’ questions. 

Over 2000 letters were sent with return envelopes; 256 (approximately 
10%) principals replied. Because of the return rate, the results presented here 
should not be viewed as representative of parents’ questions throughout Ohio. 
Nevertheless, we received 1,679 questions, which provides ample informa- 
tion for beginning to explore the nature of parents’ questions. 

The questions were typed and entered into a database using the com- 
puter software “Ethnograph” (Seidel, Friese, & Leonard, 1995). Using induc- 
tive analysis (Glaser & Strauss, 1967), initial categories were sought that ad- 
dressed the question: “What are the questions that parents ask most frequently 
regarding the literacy education of their children?” Six initial categories emerged 
based on a preliminary analysis independently conducted by three of the 
researchers: a) concerns regarding how to help and support children at home, 
b) questions regarding the best approaches to teaching reading, c) specific 
queries about instructional strategies for teaching spelling, writing, grammar, 
and phonics, d) questions regarding reading assessment, e) concerns about 
classroom organization, and 0 technology related queries. 

Two researchers coded all questions according to these initial catego- 
ries. This process happened simultaneously but separately in order to ad- 
dress issues of credibility and dependability in the analysis. Each question 
was coded as belonging to one or more of the categories. For instance, the 
question “Which is better, basals or whole language?” was coded as a ques- 
tion regarding the best approach(es) to teaching reading, while “why do you 
teach spelling when we have computers to spell-check?” was coded as a 
question related to both technology and language arts instmction. This con- 
tinued for each of the 1,679 questions, resulting in many of the questions 
-- having numerous codes. Other categories that emerged during this first cod- 
ing were noted for later discussion. These included additional as well as more 
specific categories and subcategories within broader ones. 

The researchers then met to discuss the analysis that had been com- 
pleted up to that point. They went through the questions one by one and 
agreed on the code(s) for each. Any areas of disagreement were discussed 
until consensus was reached. In addition, the other emerging categories were 
discussed at this time. These new categories were described, defined, and 
affixed to the appropriate questions. 

The researchers then worked separately to code the data again, this time 
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using the more specific category and subcategory codes. Broad categories 
were related to: Motivation, Technology, Phonics, Organization arid Group- 
ing, Remediation, Handwriting, Grammar, Early Literacy, Books, Testing and 
Assessment, Writing, Home Concerns, Language Arts Programs, Instmctional 
Strategies, Spelling, and an “other” group for those questions not fitting into 
any of these categories. Subcategories witliin each of these 15 broad cat- 
egories described the more specific questions tliat parents asked. For instance, 
the Spelling category had within it the following subcategories: invented 
spelling, spelling instruction, developmental expectations, importance of 
spelling, and the impact of technology on spelling. 

The researchers met a second time, this time with a third researcher, to 
review the questions and codes. As part of this conversation, the group de- 
cided to create 3 smaller categories. Children, Reading, and Schools, to ac- 
commodate questions in the Other category. Agreement was reached, and 
the data were modified, again using the “Ethnograph” (Seidel et al., 1995) 
program. The final set of 18 categories accounted for all questions. Finally, 
descriptive information about the 18 categories of questions was developed. 



Results 

Tables 1 and 2 show results of the study.' Table 1 shows both the raw 
numbers and percentages of questions within each category and the numbers 
(and percentages) of distinct issues raised in each category . For example, the 



Table 1. Categories, Frequencies, and Issues 



CaTEGOR’^' 


Questions 


Distinct Issues 




N 


% 


N 


% 


Books 


128 


8 


22 


6 


Children 


24 


1 


14 


4 


Early Literacy 


59 


4 


15 


4 


Grammar 


27 


2 


4 


1 


Handwriting 


16 


1 


6 


2 


Home Concerns 


272 


16 


39 


11 


Motivation 


57 


3 


11 


3 


Organization/Grouping 


65 


4 


12 


4 


Phonics 


167 


10 


16 


5 


Programs 


170 


10 


34 


10 


Reading 


7 


0 


4 


1 


Remediation 


58 


3 


13 


4 


Scliools 


23 


1 




4 


Spelling 


192 


11 


22 


6 


Strategies 


142 


8 


51 


15 


Testing/Assessment 


124 


7 


30 


9 


Technology 


67 


4 


12 


4 


Writing 


81 


5 


20 


6 


Total 


1679 




340 
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question “How do I find appropriate books at the libraiy?” was included on 
18 survey forms (raw number) but represents only one distinct issue in the 
Books category. 

Both the breadth and depth of parents’ questions is apparent from in- 
specting Table 1. Principals reported parents asking 340 separate questions 
about literacy and literacy learning within the 18 broader categories. 

Table 2 provides summaries and sample questions for the 7 categories 
that contained the most questions. These are presented according to frequency 
of distinct issues, e.g., the “Strategies” category had the most distinct issues 
(15% of total; see Table 1). These 7 categories accounted for 65% of all ques- 
tions and 63% of the distinct issues represented among the questions. 

In general, parents’ questions focus on several types of issues: a) what 
happens at school and why. Here we note attention to both broad curricular 
decisions (e.g., “What is the relationship between reading and writing?”) and 
specific, child-centered concerns (e.g., “How [and how often] do you evalu- 
ate my child?”); b) how to support children’s learning at home; c) requests 
for information, which often included educational terminology (e.g., “whole 
language,” “invented spelling,” “Reading Recovery”); and d) “then-and-now” 
types of requests (e.g., “How do you grade reading without worksheets?”, 
“What happened to lists and spelling books?”). 

Discussion 

This study has convinced us that parents do, indeed, have an astonish- 
ing variety of questions related to literacy, literacy learning, and their children’s 
growth as literate people. That being the case, the brief, conventional “school 
open house” conversations or “tea and dessert” Title I presentations are un- 
likely to address all parents’ questions. One implication from this work, then, 
is a strong suggestion that school personnel conduct their own inquiries into 
questions of concern to their own parent communities. The broad catego- 
ries uncovered in our research may provide a framework for this effort. For 
example, a beginning-of-the-year newsletter could include a page that asks 
parents for their questions within the 7 categories listed in Table 2. School 
' personnel could then use the results to plan ways to respond to parents’ 
questions. 

Having determined the questions of concern to their own parent com- 
munities, school personnel then need to develop ways to address the ques- 
tions. Toward that end, the types of questions across categories may suggest 
possible approaches. Parents’ questions went far beyond the typical “how 
do I help at home?” types of concerns. For example, many parents in our 
study had broad, curricular questions. They wanted to know about the school 
literacy curriculum, and they were interested in the rationale for literacy pro- 
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gram decisions as well as the impact of these decisions on the education of 
their children. They were also interested in changes over time, in how and 
why today’s classroom differs from classrooms of the past. An implication of 
these findings relates to home-school communication surrounding innova- 
tions in literacy programs and practices. Educators need to help parents 
understand the reasons for change. 

Vehicles for addressing parents’ questions could include user-friendly 
brochures or “fact sheets” with research-based answers to common ques- 
tions. These could be sent home in school newsletters, distributed at parent 
meetings, or shared at parent-teacher conferences. Indeed, the next phase 
of our study will be to develop and share such products. 

As we began planning these, however, more questions emerged. In other 
words, the data analysis phase of our study has produced additional topics 
of inquiry based on what the pattems within parents’ questions might tell us 
about their literacy perceptions and concerns. For example, the broad con- 
tinuum of experience and polar beliefs underlying the questions were often 
striking. For example, the question, “Why don’t you teach phonics?” from 
one parent, was followed by, “Why DO you spend so much time teaching 
phonics?’' (emphasis added) from another. “Why do you use whole language?” 
on one survey was countered with, “Why don’t you use whole language?” 
on another. Perhaps these parent questions reflect a preoccupation with find- 
ing the "right” methodology that has dominated teacher preparation in the 
twentieth century. In fact, one byproduct of the “great debate” may be that 
it has misled parents into thinking that the complex process of learning to 
read can be unlocked with a simple prescriptive formula or the “right” method. 

Broad questions such as, “How can I help my child?” and “How do you 
teach reading?” underscore this impression and strongly suggest parents’ need 
for basic information about how children learn and how they can support 
that effort. Other questions were highly specific and implied that, although 
a parent may have possessed general information about children’s reading 
and writing, more sophisticated explanations were required in order to clarify 
issues of concern. 

The breadth and depth of questions within categories left us wondering 
how the personal experiences of parents, in terms of both their own literacy 
development and that of their children, might have influenced the nature of 
the questions they posed. Learning is schema-driven, constmcted through 
personal experience within a sociocultural context. Were certain questions 
more likelv to be asked by parents whose children needed support with 
reading and writing? What do parents believe are the purposes of reading? 
How did their school experiences influence tliese views? The answers to these 
questions, which are beyond the scope of our study, have the potential to 
influence the tvpe of information that parents actually need. Consequentlv 
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we also face a challenge in trying to provide useful and easily understood 
information about a process that is, by its nature, somewhat idiosyncratic. 

Even the issue of what “counts” as research-based answers to parents’ 
questions can be problematic. There is a growing concern among educators 
and scholars about whose research is used to defend particular positions 
and about how research related to literacy instruction is interpreted and pre- 
sented to the public (e.g., Allington, 1999; Coles, 2000; Taylor, 1998). For 
example, in his book. Misreading Reading: The Bad Science that Hurts Chil- 
dren, Coles (2000) cautions against placing too much confidence in certain 
research findings. His own inquiry found that studies with findings termed 
“indisputable scientific evidence” (p. ix) that one teaching method was su- 
perior to another often assumed causal relationships where simple correla- 
tions were actually found. Coles’ analysis provides further evidence of the 
complexity involved in the search for simple answers to parents’ questions. 

As researchers, then, we have become increasingly aware that the an- 
swers to many of the FAQ Project questions are complex and often depen- 
dent on the sources used to address them. Although we see a clear need to 
provide parents with answers that do not simplify or evade their questions 
about literacy education, we have a renewed understanding of the enormity 
of this task. 



Note 

‘The entire data set, organized by categories, subcategories, and distinct ques- 
tions is 12 single-spaced pages in length. Those interested in obtaining a copy may 
contact Nancy Padak at npadak@literacy.kent.edu. 
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“Do You Me to Read to You?”: 
A Case Study of Older Siblings’ 
Literacy Teaching 



Abstract 

Research on siblings teaching siblings shows there is a teaching-learn- 
ing process that goes on when one sibling serves as the teacher and the other 
serves as the learner. The goal of this qualitative, naturalistic case study was 
to observe a set of siblings during literacy events and then describe the older 
sibling ’s behaviors as she interacted with her younger sibling, ne study found 
that the older sibling played a crucial role in their younger sibling’s literacy 
development. 'The older sibling knew a great deal about literacy learning, was 
a constructivist teacher, and created zones of proximal development for the 
younger sibling. 



Introduction 

Literacy learning is a highly social activity; it does not occur by itself. 
The key social group in which most young children’s learning takes place is 
the family. More able family members — usually the parents — are seen as the 
child’s first literacy teacher. Although many parents attempt to assist literacy 
development in some way, they do not all do it in the same way, to the 
same extent, with the same materials, or with the same concept of what lit- 
eracy means (Heath, 1983; Taylor, 1983: Taylor & Dorsey Gaines. 1988; 
Weinberger, 1998). 

Purpose 

The purpose of this study, one portion of a larger investigation, was 
to provide an in-depth description of an older siblings’ interactions with a 
younger sibling when reading and writing together in their environment. It 
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describes the literay interactions between two sisters- Hannah, age 5, and 
Emma, age 18 months. The overarching question that guided this part of the 
research was: What patterns of behavior does the older sibling exliibit dur- 
ing literacy events? 



Review of the Literature 

We know that the practice of literacy within families has existed over 
the centuries. However, it is only in the past several decades that attention 
has been given to the interplay of family members in literacy learning 
(Auerbach, 1995; Hannon, 1996; Morrow & Young, 1997; Neuman, 1996; 
Purcell-Gates, 1986, 1993, 1995, 1996; Taylor, 1997, 1983). Researchers have 
documented that what young children learn about written language before 
schooling is determined by ways in which important people in their lives 
use print (Clay in Goodman & Goodman, 1976; Heath, 1983; Purcell-Gates, 
1986, 1995, 1996 ; Taylor & Dorsey Gaines, 1988; ). Correlational studies have 
continually documented the importance of factors in children’s reading 
achievement in school, such as parents’ educational level, use of print in the 
home, number of books in the home, and frequency of parent-child storybook 
reading events (Anglum, Bell, & Roubinek, 1990; Basic Skills Agency, 1993; 
Chaney, 1994; Snow, Barnes, Chandler, Goodman, & Hemphill, 1991). So, 
while the family as a foundation for language and literacy development is 
defined, it is essentially the parent’s role in home literacy experiences that 
has been examined, with little emphasis on the siblings. 

General research on siblings teaching siblings shows there is a teach- 
ing-learning process that goes on when one sibling serves as the teacher 
and the other serves as the learner. Brody, Stoneman, and MacKinnon (1982) 
found that children with younger siblings can and do teach them; older sib- 
lings feel a greater responsibility to teach if the pupil is a younger sibling. 
Norman-Jackson’s (1982) research on children playing school with younger 
brothers and sisters showed that the younger siblings had an easier time 
learning to read, and Ervin-Tripp (1989) found tliat cliildren do a lot of teaching 
work within the family and that older siblings show a considerable amount 
of accommodation to the younger child’s low level of language competence. 

Two seminal studies provide some insight into the role of sibling influ- 
ence on literacy development. Taylor’s (1983) data suggested that both older 
and younger siblings are active in shaping the literate experiences of each 
other. Parents in the study spoke of the younger children listening to their 
older siblings read. Taylor reported. 

The data indicate that although emphasis was given to older siblings 
reading stories to younger siblings, this did not occur as regularly as 
the reading of stories by parents. The children read together spasmodi- 
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cally, and these events were influenced by many factors, including 
whether the older child wanted to read and the younger child wanted 
to listen and finding time for such activity in the bustle of dailv living. 
Cp. 17) 

Regarding siblings and literacy, Durkin (1966) reported that when there 
was an older sibling, they played a significant role in the younger child’s 
reading development. Durkin suggested that the role of the sibling is very 
productive and should not be overlooked, especially in the form of playing 
school. Although there is work in the field on the teaching-learning process 
between siblings, and a growing body of research on the family’s role in 
literacy development, only Durkin’s (1966) and Taylor’s (1983) research fo- 
cuses on the specific role of the sibling. 

Research Design 

This was a qualitative, naturalistic inquiry, “a discovery oriented approach 
that minimizes investigator manipulation of the study setting and places no 
prior constraints on what the outcomes of the research will be” (Cuba. 1978. 
p. 41). This parent-researcher case study is not the first of its kind. Qualita- 
tive research has been conducted by notable parent-researchers such as Bissex 
(1980). Baghban (1984), Lass (1982, 1983), and Schickedanz (1990). These 
researchers conducted naturalistic smdies on their children’s literacy devel- 
opment. Baghban (1984) had this to say regarding the parent as researcher: 
While a parent is inherently subjective, a formally trained parent brings 
to the task the enlightenment that comes from years of training in a 
particular field. A detailed case study of a child learning language would 
be virtually impossible for a non-parent researcher. No other person 
will ever know the child, the contexts of the child’s life, and the par- 
ticular research situation so completely as the parent. No one but a 
parent would have the opponunity. (p. 8) 



O 

ERIC 



Participants 

Hamiah. the oldest child, was born on June 5, 1993, and was 5 years 
and 1 month when the smdy began in July of 1998, prior to the onset of 
kindergarten. Her younger sister. Emma, was born 3 years and 8 months later 
on February 20, 1997. She was 17 months old when this study began and 
had no formal instruction outside of the home. During the course of the smdy 
Emma went from a baby who only babbled to a highly verbal communica- 
tor. Hannah progressed from a phase where she understood concepts about 
print and recognized a few high frequency words to an early reading and 
writing phase where she could read and retell simple stories, recognize many 
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high frequency words, and write using invented spellings. Although any time 
period would reveal its own unique developments, this one allowed a peek 
at Emma’s emergence into literacy and Hannah’s transition from nonreader 
to early reader. 

Hannah and Emma live with both parents. Their father, a swim coach, 
works at a local university. At the time of the study I, their mother, was a 
graduate student and a teacher. Both girls frequented college campuses. They 
also had a great deal of exposure to educational experiences informally, such 
as visits to the zoo, story hour at the library, and nature walks and programs 
in the metro parks. 

Hannah has always loved books. In fact, as a toddler they were her fa- 
vorite toys. She could sit and look at a pile of books for about 45 minutes 
before she was mobile, and has maintained this love of reading. She attended 
a nursery school two afternoons a week when she was 3 years old. She at- 
tended three mornings a week when she was 4 years old, and entered half- 
day kindergarten when she was 5 years and 2 months. 

In addition to her love of books, Hannah has a special affinity for writ- 
ing tools. She insisted on a clipboard like Dad’s and a grade book like mine. 
After seeing me write checks, she wanted her own “checkbook” with a fab- 
ric cover. She carries a three-ring binder with folders in it and loves station- 
ary, note cards, and tablets of all kinds. 

Although read to from infancy, Emma did not spend as much ot her free 
time playing with books as Hannah did. Instead, she preferred to interact 
and try to keep up with her older sister. As a toddler Emma began to spend 
more time with books. She sat and looked at books occasionally, enjoyed 
being read to, and even started to choose a book from the shelf before bed- 
time and insist that her choice was read, too. 



This study took place in the children’s home; an environment rich with 
print where they have witnessed both parents read newspapers, books, and 
magazines. They have seen notes written as well as letters and lists, and have 
sent and received cards in the mail. Both witnessed their mother research 
and write papers, grade papers, and prepare lecture notes. Since the family 
likes to bake, the girls are also familiar with reading recipes. Print is defi- 
nitely “done” in the environment. 

The siblings had easy access to innumerable children’s books of various 
genres and levels as well as an ample supply of pens, paper, pencils, cray- 
ons, markers, cards, and envelopes. Each child had her own room with 
bookshelves filled with books that were at the children’s level to allow for 
accessibility. The rest of the house was filled with print, too. There were shelves 
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of books in the living room, books stacked on nightstands, cookbooks in 
the kitchen, magazines and books in the bathrooms, and an office filled with 
professional books for each parent. The refrigerator was covered with pic- 
tures of family and always has snippets of print: quotes, reminders, cartoons, 
Bible verses, and school calendars. There were also books in the car to oc- 
cupy the children. Books and magazines were highly prized in the home 
and often given as gifts. 



Data Collection and Analysis 

Data were collected throughout all phases of the study using observa- 
tions, field notes, videotape, and literacy artifacts used and/or produced by 
the children. Data were collected as it occurred on an on-going basis. Every 
attempt was made to document literacy events that occurred in the presence 
of the researcher through observation, video, or field notes. 

Because one research question in the original study dealt with how events 
were initiated, only those captured in their entirety were used for analysis. 
Therefore, forty-eight literacy events were selected from the data for analy- 
sis. 

The data analysis strategy used for this smdy was the constant compara- 
tive method (Glaser and Strauss, 1967). Data were coded and examined for 
groupings and then sub-groupings. Analysis was done in conjunction with 
on-going data collection, contrasting tentative categories that capmred re- 
curring patterns that reflected the focus of the study. 

Results: Hannah Teaches, Responds and Supports 

This section highlights the two main groupings of Hannah’s behaviors: 
teacher and responder. Sub-groupings are given as well as vignettes to sup- 
port findings. 

Hannah is the “More Capable Other”; 

She Exhibits Teacher-like Behaviors 

Hannah showed many patterns of behavior that identified her as the 
“more capable other,” almost characteristic of adults who are aware of their 
role in the literacy development of young children. Figure 1 provides an 
overview of the behaviors Hannah exhibited throughout the study: Table 1 
shows die frequency of die behaviors. A particular behavior could occur once, 
several times, or not at all during a single event. 

Demonstrates Audience Awareness. Most patterns of behavior could 
be classified as “teacher” or “parent” behaviors. This is not surprising, con- 
sidering that Hannah has attended numerous story hours at the library, had 
two years of preschool, and was enrolled in kindergarten during this study. 
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Figure 1. Overview of Hannah's behaviors. 



Older sibling's 
patterns of 
behavior 



More capable 
other 



Is Aware 
of Audience 



Works to 
Maintain 
Attention 



lastnicts 



Views self as 
more capable 
other. 



Holds book 

facing 

audience 



Points and 
labels 



Supports/ 
responds to what 
Emma is 
attempting to do 



Views Emma 
as part of the 
literacy club. 



Accepts 
Emma's 
niethod of 
comnuinication. 



Introduces 






Uses prosodic 


Ixxibfront 






clues 


matter 







Affimis 

Emmas 

accomplisliments 



Arouses 
excitement 
and interest 



Asks questions 



In addition, she has been raised in an environment rich with print with a 
mother who is a teacher. So it was no surprise that often she would move 
opposite Emma and hold the book to her “audience” so Emma could see it 
as she read, even if that meant telling the story upside down! Besides hold- 
ing the book like a teacher, Hannah would introduce the story like one: When 
reading together before bedtime, she held the book so Emma could see the 
cover then said, “ The Foot Book, by Dr. Seuss” (Seuss, 1968). Next, she read 
the title page aloud, and then proceeded with the book. Hannah's knowl- 
edge of how a parent or teacher introduces a book and then goes over the 
front matter was evident as she did the same with her “student.” 
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Table 1. Older Sibling's Patterns of Behavior 



Category 


F 


More capable other 




Aware of audience 




Holds book facing audience 


10 


Introduces book/front matter 


12 


Works to maintain attention 




Arouses excitement and interest 


19 


Uses prosodic cues 


7 


Asks questions 


17 


Points and labels 


11 


Instmcts 


13 


Views self as more capable other 


10 


Supports/ responds 




Views Emma as part of the literacy club 


14 


Accepts Emma’s methods of communication 


10 


Affirms Emma’s accomplishments 


9 



Works to Maintain Audience Attention. In addition to holding her 
book to the “audience," Hannah also exliibited teacher-like behavior vv^hen 
she worked hard to maintain Emma’s attention. The data showed that Emma 
could be “pulled” back into the event by the use of voice, questioning, and 
key phrases. She worked to maintain high interest in the story for Emma, 
her audience. An illustration of this behavior occurred one morning before 
church. The girls were reading Puppies Count 1-101. After reading a couple 
of pages Hannah said, “Arfl Arf! Do you like puppies?” Emma nodded posi- 
tively. and then Hannah continued, “Oh! Look at the stars. Do you want to 
count the stars?” Hannah proceeded to count the stars, and then pushed the 
button on the book to elicit the barking sound. When Emma laughed at this 
Hannah offered, “Do you want to hear that again?” Emma nodded approv- 
ingly and then Hannah played it again. The next time she played it. Hannah 
added tickling to the mix as she barked. 

Hannah also used many prosodic cues while reading, conveying more 
meaning for Emma when she read with expression. One example was the 
way she read, “Look everyone! Look what I have, (pause) A loose tooth!” 
Emma’s attention was piqued and she immediately looked at the book, be- 
cause Hannah read it in such a way that it sounded real and exciting. She 
demonstrated this use of timing again when she read Chicka Chicka Boom 
Boom (Martin & Archambault, 1989), bouncing up and down with rhythm 
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as she read expressively: “A told B, and B told C — Chicka Chicka boom boom. 
Will there be enough room? . . . Here comes H up the coconut tree . . . I’ll 
meet you at the top of the coconut tree. But wait! — there’s more! — ^W X Y & 
Z!” Hannah went for the big finish, pleasing Emma and saying in her biggest 
voice, XHICKA CHICKA, BOOM! BOOM!” This got Emma’s attention, as 
Hannah explained to Emma that all of the letters “went down. ’ 

Another method Hannah used to maintain her audience was question- 
ing. While reading, she stopped and asked questions, like the time she was 
reading a book on colors and turned to Emma and said, “What color is iL^” 
eliciting a response from Emma. When sharing a book on animals, Hannah 
turned to a page and said, “Can you find which one has the horn? Which 
one has the horn?” When Emma did not respond, Hannah offered, “This one” 
and pointed to the goat. When Hannah asked questions throughout an event, 
Emma maintained interest. 

This use of pointing was another tactic she included in her teaching, using 
it time and again. When naming objects in a color book she pointed at the pictures 
as she read to Emma: “Elmo will find lots of red stuff. Can you help him? He 
found apples, he found sunglasses, he found a truck, he found strawberries, 
he found a balloon, he found a teddy bear, he found sneakers, he found 
pencils.” Pointing allowed Hannah to match the speech to the picture, mak- 
ing connections and providing a scaffold (Cazden^ 1988; Vygotsky, 1962) for 
Emma. 

Understands Self as “More Capable Other”. In this dyad Hannah was 
the more capable person. At times she displayed her awareness of this impor- 
tant role by casting a glance my way — a sort of communication between us 
“teachers.” The first time she demonstrated this was when the girls were 
making birthday cards for a family ftiend, while waiting to go to the party. They 
were sitting at the kitchen table with markers, pens, pencils, scissors, and 
stickers. I was commenting to Emma about her card, noting the scribbles she 
wrote on the inside of the card for her name. Hannah heard me and said, “Let 
me see.” Emma showed her the card, to which Hannah responded, “Oh!” And 
then looked at me and smiled a knowing smile and said, “She sort of has a 
V, doesn’t she?” Hannah supported Emma as a writer, capable of signing her 
name on her card. She turned to Emma and proudly said, “Good job, Emma!” 

Offers Instruction. Many times Hannah exhibited the behavior of teach- 
ing appropriate book handling and the value of books to Emma. One night 
when Emma was in bed with a pile of books next to her she tore the flaps 
off the pages of a flap book. The next day Emma showed the book to Hannah 
and confessed, “Hannah, I tore this.” Hannah responded, “Aw — Emma. EMM- 
MA! We don’t rip books!” She proceeded to take the book from Emma, put 
it in her closet on a shelf, close the door, and say to me, “There. She can’t get 
it.” Next, she walked over to Emma and sat down beside her, saying very 
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seriously as she looked her right in the eye: “Emma, let me tell you some- 
thing. You can’t rip things, ok? It’s sad.” Emma nodded. 

Hannah often taught Emma how to do things. Sometimes it was how to 
accomplish a task, such as the time Emma needed assistance with a flap on 
her book. Emma asked, “Can you help me?” Hannah responded by showing 
her how to bend the page a bit to pop the flap open and said, “See? Here is 
what you do.” 

While trying to teach her a song, Hannah realized that her technique of 
singing the song and hoping Emma would simply catch on was not work- 
ing, so she decided to try a different method: “Wait. Wait Emma. I’ll sing it 
first, then you sing it back to me.” In addition to teaching her things, Hannah 
would often attempt to explain difficult concepts to Emma. On one occa- 
sion the girls were discussing Curious George’s plight of being locked in jail. 
Distressed at this, Emma said, “Uh oh. George in there.” Hannah explained, 
“Yeah. George is in jail.” Emma: “Oh poor George.” And when told the mice 
were eating his food, she said, “Uh oh.” Hannah explained, “They’ll give 
him more. They always feed you when you’re in jail. They’ll find you . . . But 
sometimes it’s like rotten bread, and rotten rrulk.” 

When Emma noticed Hannah’s name embroidered across her sweatshirt 
she said, “Hannah, I like your ABC’s.” Hannah explained, “Those aren’t ABC’s, 
Emma. That spells ‘Hannah.’ See — H-A-N-N-A-H. If you had one of these it 
would say E-M-M-A. Emma.” Hannah repeatedly offered explanations, help- 
ing Emma to understand the how and why of certain situations, and to ex- 
plain how literacy works. 

Hamtab Supports and Responds 
to Wbat Entma is Attempting to Do 

In addition to serving as the more capable peer, Hannah also supported 
and responded to what Emma was trying to do. 

Accepts Emma’s Methods of Communication. At the onset of this 
project Emma was just 18 months old with minimal language, although she 
knew language had a purpose and demonstrated this with her utterances. She 
also appeared to know that language was a tool that could be used to inter- 
act with her sister. When Hannah was 5 years old, she continuously accepted 
Emma’s utterances and nonverbal gestures as communication, and appeared 
to see them as intentional. For example, one day when both girls were sitting 
on the couch, Emma picked up a book and said, “Mmmm” as she handed the 
book to Hannah. Hannah accepted the book and began reading it to Emma. 
Emma responded to this by rocking back and forth on the couch excitedly. 
Later, in this same session, Emma pointed at the book and said, “Zeee.” 
Hannah enthusiastically responded, “What color is it^” to which Emma replied, 
“Eeee” as she rocked back and forth. Hannah affirmed, “Yellow.” 
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Hannah often inteq^reted nonverbal communication from Emma, too. 
When Hannah offered, “I’ll read to you!” Emma answered and accepted her 
invitation by bouncing excitedly and waiting for the stOIy^ Hannah chose a 
book and began reading. 

Views Emma as Part of the Literacy Club. During many literacy events, 
Hannah showed behaviors that revealed her belief that Emma was part of the 
“literacy club” (Smith, 1985). Often times Hannah demonstrated this belief by 
supporting Emma as a literate person; other times, it was the response that 
Hannah made to Emma. At 20 months old, Emma took a book and went in 
the kitchen and sat on a chair. She was playing with the flaps on the book 
when Hannah came in and said, “Are you reading, Emma?” Emma nodded 
“yes.” 

Another time Hannah offered, “Do you want me to read that to you?” to 
which Emma responded, “I read it.” Hannah said, “OK.” And then got her 
own book. The two sat together and read. 

Affirms Emma’s Accomplishments. One of the endearing findings 
of this study is the pride Hannah showed in Emma’s literacy development. 
Some standout examples of this included the time the girls were watching a 
children’s television program. She was apparently unaware that Emma had 
learned to sing the alphabet song. We were on vacation, and the girls were 
in front of the television one morning, eating their cereal and watching Barney. 
As Barney and his friends sang the alphabet song, Emma joined in. Hannah, 
surprised, looked up and squealed, “Emmie!!” as she looked over and smiled. 
Then she got up and walked over to Emma, and after giving her a hug said 
very lovingly, “Emma, you know your ABC’s.” She seemed touched and proud 
when she discovered that Emma knew the alphabet song. Emma kept right 
on singing. 

One day when the girls were writing at the kitchen table, Emma showed 
her writing to Hannah. Hannah encouraged, “Good job, Emma!” And when 
Emma made what looked like an “A” after Hannah held her hand and helped 
her, Hannah not only showed pride in Emma by excitedly squealing, “EMMIE!!” 
but pride in herself when she acknowledged her role in it by shouting, “I 
helped her! I helped her!” These comments show the affirmation both girls 
experienced when they expressed their pride in and shared one another’s 
accomplishments during literacy events. 

Conclusions 

Limitations in this study did occur and must be taken into account. The 
first limitation was the researcher’s close relationship with the subjects, which 
could effect objectivity. Nevertheless, this relationship also provided a unique 
perspective that was only available to a parent. Data and investigator trian- 
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gulation (Denzin, 1978) and interraters were used to insure that the bound- 
aries of the data were not overstepped. 

A second limitation addresses the generalizabilty of the whole popula- 
tion due to the sample size selected. While a single case was purposely se- 
lected, further research with many different siblings across cultures needs to 
be conducted to gain a deeper understanding of the role and impact of the 
siblings in literacy learning. 

A final limitation is that it is probable not all events were captured be- 
cause there were times when I was simply their mother, enjoying the mo- 
ments or not aware of their impact. 

In this study the older sibling was instrumental in including the younger 
sibling as a member of the “literacy club,” Frank Smith’s (1985) metaphor 
describing the social nature of literacy learning. She also established her role 
as the more capable other, being an important first teacher for the younger 
sibling. Her teaching had constructivist qualities (Vygotsky, 1978) because 
she took cues from , the learner and worked at the appropriate level of un- 
derstanding. This study showed that older siblings intuitively know much 
about supporting literacy development and share that knowledge with 
younger siblings when given the opportunity and appropriate environment. 

Hannah knew to encourage Emma’s membership in the club. F. Smith 
(1985) said the only requirement for membership is a mutual acknowledge- 
ment of acceptance into a group of people who use written language. To be in 
the literacy club, children must perceive tliemselves as readers and writers as Emma 
did, and in turn be perceived as readers and writers by others in the child’s 
community. Hannah revealed her acceptance of Emma into the literacy club 
when she accepted her babbling, utterances, and gestures as communication 
and then acted on them, assuring Emma she was understood. She also dem- 
onstrated this when she would see Emma with a book and ask her if she was 
reading, or when Emma said, “I’m reading” she would reply, “OK” and then 
read her own book. When Hannah did this, she sent the message that Emma 
was a reader, too. Although she would sometimes sneak a “knowing’' glance 
at me, revealing she knew Emma was not acaially reading die words on the page, 
somehow she knew never to discourage her attempts or approximations. 

The older sibling knew a great deal about literacy learning and played 
an important role as one of the younger child’s first teachers. The findings in 
this study support Durkin’s (1966) early research. In her study siblings re- 
ported helping by reading to the younger sibling, talking about letters, and 
helping with printing and spelling. The present smdy showed that the older 
sibling helped the younger sibling in many of the same ways Durkin reported 
over 30 years ago when she suggested the role of the sibling was very pro- 
ductive and should not be overlooked. The value of this study is how strongly 
it reinforces the vital role of sibling as literate mentor. 
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Hannah taught Emma many things, demonstrating tliat along with the 
parents she, too, was one of Emma’s first literaq^ teachers. Directly, she taught 
Emma that books are of value and should be treated as such. She explained 
things to her, and taught her how to accomplish hard tasks, often breaking 
them down into manageable components. Hannah was a willing teacher, 
eager to bestow her knowledge on Emma. Not only did Hannah accept the 
role of teacher, she relished in it, holding the book facing her audience, and 
even reading the pages upside down. She was always willing to read to Emma 
or include her in the event with me if the two of us were reading and Emma 
walked in. She worked hard as a teacher to maintain her student’s interest 
and attention, using expression, asking questions, pointing, and varying her 
voice. 

When Hannah worked hard to understand Emma’s babbling or nonver- 
bal communications, she showed a considerable amount of accommodation. 
This conclusion correlates with Ervin-Tripp’s (1989) study that found chil- 
dren do much teaching within the family when they try to understand the 
communications of a younger sibling. According to Ervin-Tripp, older sib- 
lings seem to be more ready than adults to decipher gestures, paraphrase in 
simpler terms, and reduce information for younger siblings. This study ex- 
tends Ervin-Tripp’s findings by including a focus on siblings and literacy . 

The idea of the older sibling teaching the younger sibling is compatible 
with the previous research on siblings as teachers. Cicerelli (1972, 1973, 1975) 
found that older siblings who were girls were the most effective teachers of 
younger siblings and that younger siblings were most likely to accept direc- 
tion from an older sister. Abromovitch and her colleagues (Abromovitch et 
al., 1979; Abromovitch, et al., 1980) found that older siblings often assume 
the role of “manager” and “model.” Hannah, as manager, gave Emma in- 
struction. As a model, she demonstrated the literacy functions in their world 
by the authentic ways in which reading and writing were used daily. The 
present study highlights how the more capable older sibling was a powerful 
and effective literacy model. 

Emma was not the only one who benefited from Hannah’s teaching. 
Zajonc and Markus’ (1975) confluence model was designed to explain the 
effects of sibling positioning on intellectual ability and achievement. One of 
the ideas on which the model was based was the idea that teaching a younger 
sibling adds to the intellectual development of the older sibling. Based on 
this portion of the model as well as the present study where Hannah was 
Emma’s literacy teacher, the conclusion can be drawn that teaching Emma 
enhanced Hannah’s intellectual ability. In order for Hannah to teach Emma 
what she knew about literacy, she had to internalize the concepts. She showed 
this when she made ideas or processes explicit by demonstrating, explain- 
ing, or modeling for Emma. The present study not only supports tlie idea 
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that teaching younger siblings promotes intellectual development of the older 
sibling but also extends it into the field of literacy. 

Not only was Hannah knowledgeable about literacy learning, as the more 
capable peer or teacher she facilitated cognitive growth and knowledge 
acquisition by creating zones of proximal development for Emma and scaf- 
folding her learning (Vygotsky, 1978). She did this when she encouraged 
approximations (“Good job, Emma!”), paraphrased in simpler terms (“Wait. 
Wait Emma. I’ll sing it first, then you sing it back to me.”), or provided assis- 
tance (“Here. I’ll make one for you to trace.”). 

An important aspect of Vygotsky’s (1978) theory is the idea that the 
potential for cognitive development is limited to a certain time span known 
as the “zone of proximal development.” According to Vygotsky, the best role 
for the teacher is to mediate between what students are able to do on their 
own and what they are able to do with support, prompting, and encourage- 
ment. In this study the older sibling served as the teacher, facilitating cogni- 
tive growth and knowledge acquisition in the younger sibling. Hannah in- 
teracted witli Emma, provided a scaffold, and served as a model and en- 
courager — all important ways to support learning. 

Much of the older sibling’s teaching was constructivist in nature (Vygotsky, 
1978). Hannah engaged in constructivist practice when she encouraged 
Emma’s efforts and attempts at literacy and when she tried to teach or ex- 
plain something to Emma at her level of understanding, considering how 
Emma learned. Several times she would start a task, realize what she was 
doing was too hard for Emma, and then begin again with a new approach, 
making the task simpler. 

One of Piaget’s (1959) main principles is that learning materials and 
activities should involve the appropriate level of motor or mental operations. 
He believed that teachers should avoid asking students to perform tasks that 
are beyond their current cognitive abilities. Although obviously oblivious to 
Piagetian stages, Hannah appeared to sense Emma’s appropriate level of 
mental operations and then work with her at her current cognitive capabil- 
ity, a complex concept. Hannah also showed signs of constmctivist teaching 
when she acknowledged Emma as a learner whose efforts had a purpose 
and when she engaged her in real life situations, sometimes extending the 
book into their world. 

Implications 

Although the field has broadened extensively in the last 15 years, family 
literacy educators need to expand their study to include the role of the sib- 
ling. From this study we learned that the older sibling played an important 
role in teaching the younger sibling about reading and writing. But this is 
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just a beginning. Researchers need to focus specifically on siblings, a pow- 
erful context, so we can begin to learn about the potential of the sibling’s 
role in family literacy as well as implications for peers in the classroom en- 
vironment. 

Those involved in working with families would be wise to find ways to 
help parents understand the value of sibling interactions. This study con- 
cluded that siblings play a significant role in the literacy development of one 
another. Prior research reports that children need to live in environments 
rich with print from birth. 

Preschool and primary grade teachers should set up opportunities for 
children of various levels to read and write together. This study demonstrated 
the power of literacy interrelationships among siblings that could be trans- 
lated to peers in classroom settings. 
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Abstract 

This study examined the. effects. of parental involvement on students’ 
writing ability and scores. Parents attended a training session where they re- 
ceived instruction in new English Language Arts Standards, the stages of the 
writing process, strategies for developing writing as a recursive process, and 
in the criteria of a scoring rubric used to evaluate their child’s writing. 

The study consisted of three phases. In Phase 3, parents scored their child’s 
writing sample and discussed areas of improvement with their children based 
on the information shared in the training session and using a writing ru- 
bric. Students in the experimental groups represented three socioeconomic 
classes. Results indicated that when students had an understanding of the 
criteria for evaluation, their writing scores improved. Moreover, when their 
parents became knowledgeable of the writing process and the criteria forevalu- 
ation, they were better able to interact with their children to discuss areas in 
need of improvement. As a result of this study, parents gained a more thor- 
ough understanding of the school’s expectations for quality writing and par- 
ents expressed greater confidence in their ability to be a supportive audience 
for their child’s writing. 



F ormer Secretary of Education, William Bennett stated, “The single best 
way to improve elementary education is to strengthen the parents’ role 
in it” (U.S. Dept, of Education, 1986). There is a considerable body of re- 
search to support Bennett’s statement that points to the connection between 
parental involvement and students’ achievement (Coleman, 1987; Epstein, 
1991; Henderson & Berla, 1994). A synthesis of 2,575 studies revealed that 
parents direcdy or indirectly influence the cognitive, affective, and behav- 
ioral learning of their children (Walberg, 1984). There is a strong positive 
correlation between parents communicating their expectations to the child 
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and academic achievement (Duke, 1992; Gyles, 1990). The home environ- 
ment is one of the major influences on student learning (Walberg, 1984). 
Several researchers have documented the positive effect upon language skills 
when parents perform the role of home instructor (Becker & Epstein, 1992; 
Bermudez & Padron, 1988; Bloom, 1986; Chavkin & Williams, 1989; 
McLaughlin & Shields, 1987). 

Parents often ask, “How can we help our children?” Most parents, re- 
gardless of economic status or cultural background, care about their children’s 
education and provide substantial support if given specific opportunities and 
knowledge (Fruchter, Galletta, & White, 1992; Muller, 1993). Research has 
shown that parents’ participation and involvement improves students’ learn- 
ing (Coleman, 1987; Epstein, 1991). Without the school’s assistance however, 
parents’ knowledge and approaches toward helping their children are heavily 
dependent on their social class and/or their educational background (Epstein, 
1995). The ability to help their children often comes from knowing what is 
involved in the teaching/leaming process and what is expected in terms of 
evaluation and expected learning outcomes. 

Although the positive effects of parental involvement upon reading 
achievement have been documented (Clark, 1988; Rowe, 1991; Rowe & Rowe, 
1992; Slaughter, 1987), there is insufficient research on the role of the parent 
in students’ acquisition of writing skills. 



What Prompted This Study? 

In January 1999, all fourth-grade students in the State of New York were 
administered the new English Language Arts Exams. The exam assessed stu- 
dent performance based on the new New York Standards (Board of Educa- 
tion, City of New York, 1997). Sixty-seven percent of the students in the New 
York City schools failed this exam. These results sent shock waves through 
the educational community. Educators at every level realized the urgency of 
examining the instaictional strategies and literacy programs in their schools. 

The greatest surge in the educational process came from parents who 
questioned educators from the universities to the classroom teacher as to 
how they could help their children to improve the quality of their writing. 
Parents sought out the answers to questions that would provide them: (1) 
with a clear understanding of the English Language Arts Standards and ex- 
pected learning outcomes; (2) knowledge of the developmental and reflec- 
tive aspects of the writing process; and (3) knowledge of a writing aibric to 
guide them and their child in the recursive process of writing while 
conferencing with their children. While interviewing teachers and students, 
the researcher discovered that in most instances, teachers used a rubric for 
scoring children’s writing but the children were not always aware of the cri- 
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teria on the rubric nor did they fully understand how their writing was being 
evaluated. This led the researcher to examine similar studies that addressed 
these factors. 

Supporting Research 

In their discussion of difficulties encountered by young writers, Dahl 
and Faman (1998) suggest that a lack of specific standards or a scoring ru- 
bric severely compromised students’ ability to write - especially when at- 
tempting to make revisions. Students need to work independently during 
writing time to monitor and assess their progress. Power (1997) experimented 
with collaborating with her students to create writing rubrics. These rubrics 
were based on the needs she and her students identified as important for 
them to use as a guide to produce quality writing. Setting expectations and 
designing scoring rubrics in this manner may have more positive results than 
those (Mabry, 1999) imposed by State or local standards. Boyle (1996), in 
her research with fourth graders, was concerned with students achieving an 
acceptable level of competency with persuasive writing. She hypothesized 
that if students had a better understanding of the criteria for persuasive writ- 
ing presented in the form of a scoring mbric, they would compose more 
effective writings and that the gap between the teacher’s evaluation and the 
student’s evaluation would narrow as the saidents became more familiar with 
the writing expectations. Bratcher (1994) and Spandel and Stiggins (1997) 
advocate and provide several models of holistic scoring aibrics to guide stu- 
dents in their revisions and rewriting. It is their contention that using a scor- 
ing rubric for evaluating writing gives the students a clearer understanding 
of the writing task and expectations. Another important aspect of consider- 
ation was the role of conferencing. Gere and Abbott (1985) studied the ef- 
fects of peer discussion and interaction during the “writers’ talk.” What do 
teachers say to students, what do students say to their peers? They believe 
that the sharing that takes place during these conferences helps writers to 
understand and remain on task and to focus on the content and process of 
their writing (McCarthey, 1994; Newkirk, 1995). If this is the case, can par- 
ents be helped to interact more effectively with their children to improve the 
quality of their children’s writing? 

The Purpose of the Study 

This study was designed in response to parents seeking information from 
educators as to how they could help their children with writing and as a 
result of interviewing teachers and students about what they believe improves 
or hinders their progress with teaching/leaming how to write. The results of 
six months of initial research provided the impetus to enable classroom teach- 
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ers to work with parents in an effective partnership to enhance the children’s 
writing skills. 

In a preliminary meeting with the parents involved in this study, it was 
revealed by responses to several questions posed by the researcher, that 
parents were often unaware of: (1) how their children were being taught 
writing, (2) the stages in the writing process and how writing is recursive 
(Hillocks, 1995), and (3) how a writing mbric is used to evaluate their children’s 
writing assignments (Sperling, 1993). It was the contention of this researcher 
that when parents become knowledgeable in these areas and were involved 
in helping their children meet writing standards, greater achievement in written 
expression would be possible. 

The researcher investigated the effects of parental involvement in the 
writing performance of their children. The focus was on the effects of the 
parents’ influence upon the writing achievement of the student. 

WUl Training of Parents and Students Make a Difference? 

The purpose of the research was to analyze the effects of training par- 
ents as an aid to improving the writing skills of fourth grade smdents. The 
researcher sought an answer to the following questions: a) Will teaching 
students how to use a writing mbric as a guide for writing, improve their 
scores from phase one to phase two?; b) Will teaching parents the writing 
process and the use of a writing mbric enable them to conference more ef- 
fectively with their children to improve the writing ability of their children?; 
and c) will there be significant differences in the writing scores of the stu- 
dents based on socioeconomic status? 

Research Assumptions 

For the purpose of this study the following hypotheses were created: 
There will be significant positive effects upon the writing scores of fourth- 
grade saidents in the experimental group from phase one to phase two after 
having been taught how to use the scoring mbric. There will be significant 
improvement after each writing sample for the students in the experimental 
group after parents have been taught the writing process and the use of the 
writing mbric to conference with their children. There will be significant 
differences in writing scores based upon socioeconomic status. 

The dependent and independent variables for this model were as fol- 
lows: The dependent variable is the average score on each of the three in- 
cremental writing samples. The independent variable is the instmctional treat- 
ment of in-service to parents on the writing process and the training of stu- 
dents and parents on the criteria of the writing mbric. 
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Method 

Subjects 

Participants for this study consisted of l67 fourth-grade students attend- 
ing various elementary schools. Students were enrolled in one of three schools: 

(1) an affluent suburban school on the south shore of Nassau County, NY; 

(2) a low socioeconomic multi-ethnic school located in Brooklyn, NY; and 

(3) a middle-class school in Queens, NY. Eight classes were randomly as- 
signed to either the experimental or control group. The experimental group 
consisted of 97 students, 50 female, and 47 male. The control group con- 
tained 70 students, 34 female, and 36 male. The discrepancy in the number 
of students in the experimental and control group was due to the varying 
class sizes in the different schools. It is important to note that all student 
participants in this study had been formally instructed in the steps of the 
writing process that they used with their previous writing samples. Parents 
of the students in the experimental group were provided with an initial for- 
mal two-hour workshop at which time they were informed of the new En- 
glish Language Arts Standards and taught the steps of the writing process. 
The writing process is an approach to teaching writing that allows students 
to take charge of their own writing and learning (Calkins, 1994; Graves. 1983; 
Hillocks, 1987). It involves five steps (1) pre-writing or selecting the topic; 
(2) drafting or composing; (3) revising; (4) editing or proofreading; and (5) 
publishing. While Hillocks (1995) explains writing as a recursive process, 
his text is geared toward the older child in junior high and secondary educa- 
tion. Young children must begin with an understanding of a linear process 
and the different types of skills that are required of narrative and expository 
text. Parents and students received direct instruction as to the criteria con- 
tained in the scoring rubric (Appendix A) and parents were given a series of 
questions to use when conferencing with their children, (Appendix B). 

Materials 

The topics selected for writing for this study were taken from discontin- 
ued 5th grade writing competency tests. The scoring rubric w^as developed 
by the Reading Department of St. John's University and was consistent with 
the new English Language Arts Standards. The rubric contained six compo- 
nents: topic focus, organization, content, sentence structure, language, and 
mechanics. Students were evaluated in each area using a scale from 1 (low) 
to 4 (high), based upon descriptions of the type of writing that reflects each 
component at each level of proficiency. The parents were taught the steps 
in the writing process as follows: (1) Pre-writing, (2) First draft, (3) Revising, 

(4) Editing, (5) Second draft and final revision, and (6) Publication. Parents 
were shown samples of students’ writing at each of the stages in the pro- 
cess. Activities for each step will be discussed in the procedure section. 
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Procedures 

The students were given three writing samples that were designated as 
Phase 1, Phase 2, and Phase 3. The development of each phase is discussed 
below. For each aspect of the writing mbric, a different writing sample was 
analyzed by students and the teacher during the student and parent training 
sessions. 

Phase One; All students were given the first topic, A Time When I Felt 
Special, to write over a period of three weeks. Each day, students developed 
their composition engaging in the different aspects of the writing process. 
However, none of the students in the experimental or control groups were 
exposed to the writing mbric, nor were they given any formal instmction as 
to how to use the mbric to improve their writing. At the end of three weeks, 
the writing samples were scored. The two researchers who scored the samples 
were trained to use the mbric and were familiar with it having used it for 
over two years. A third rater was available in the event that there was a .5 
discrepancy between the two raters. The scores were recorded for analysis. 

Phase Two: In Phase 2, both groups were given the second topic. My 
Hero, to develop. But before the experimental group began to write, they 
were given formal instmction on the criteria and the use of the writing m- 
bric. Over the course of two weeks, the students were given a separate piece 
of writing for each component of the mbric. As a class and with the teacher’s 
guidance, the students practiced analyzing and evaluating different writing 
samples. For the first writing sample, the students were asked to determine 
whether the author developed the assigned topic in an interesting and imagi- 
native way — ^Topic Focus. After discussing several pieces with each other 
and their teacher, the students scored the writing samples on a scale of 1 to 
4 with 4 as the highest. As each component of the mbric was introduced, it 
was discussed and analyzed until students came to consensus on the score 
within a .5 range. 

A second writing sample focused on Organization. Students were asked 
to determine if the piece had a logical plan of organization and coherence in 
the development of ideas. Again, the students discussed, analyzed, and scored 
the several writing samples on the same scale. 

The third writing piece was subsequently examined for Content. Did 
the author use supportive material that was relevant and appropriate for the 
purpose and audience? 

The fourth aspect of the mbric. Sentence Structure, focused on the 
skillful use of sentence variety. Students specifically noted the lengtli and kinds 
of sentences that were used in the writing sample. The next writing pieces chal- 
lenged students to determine the evidence of specific and vivid Language. 

The last writing samples called upon the students’ editing skills. Students 
examined the pieces for errors in Mechanics which included puncmation 
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and capitalization. Their rating was based on whether these errors interfered 
with the communication of ideas from the author to the reader. The students 
added their ratings of the six components of the mbric and divided the total 
by six, which yielded a holistic score. 

Finally, the students were given yet another sample and were asked to 
score the writing samples based on the six aspects of the writing mbric. After 
this training period was over, the two groups of students were given their 
second writing assignment to complete over a period of three weeks follow- 
ing the same procedures as in phase one. This time the students in the ex- 
perimental group were aware of the criteria for scoring their composition. 
They self-evaluated their writing piece based on the mbric and made fre- 
quent revisions to their work. The control group students were given the 
second topic. My Hero, and proceeded to develop their writing piece fol- 
lowing the same procedures as in phase one. The students’ writing samples 
were scored by the same two raters and recorded for analysis. 

Phase Three; At the same time that the students were given their third 
topic. Making Something That I Enjoyed, the parents attended a formal two- 
hour training session. First, they were informed of the English Language Arts 
Standards, then taught the steps of the writing process. This procedure was 
followed to enable parents to understand that writing is a gradual and recur- 
sive process that develops in stages from pre-writing to publication with many 
opportunities for revising and recreating. During this time the researchers 
shared with the parents many practical ways of helping them to enhance 
their child’s ability to think about, talk about, and share with their children 
experiences that were meaningful to them. Parents were given samples of 
their child’s work and asked to comment on the areas they thought were in 
need of improvement. 

The second hour of the training session involved the same procedures 
that were used with the children to acquaint them with all six components 
of the writing mbric and how to arrive at a holistic score. Parents were given 
a script to guide their interaction with the students. They were taught how to 
critique their child’s work, not their child. 

Parents responded to each composition based on the specific compo- 
nent of the writing mbric. Finally, they were given three samples and were 
asked to score the samples on all six criteria. A discussion followed each 
scoring until parents arrived at a consensus. It was explained to parents that 
their child would be coming home in the next few days with a composition 
for them to score. After parents scored the writing piece, they were to dis- 
cuss with their child the areas of strengths and those needing improvement 
on the writing sample. No additional writing or corrections were to take place 
at home. Parents were only to discuss the child’s writing piece based on the 
criteria in the mbric. 
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Over a period of another three weeks, the students wrote their third 
composition, Making Something That I Enjoyed, and used their scoring ru- 
bric to self-evaluate their writing piece. The writing sample was taken home 
where parent and student discussed the sample based on the criteria of the 
mbric and the strategies for “sharing” discussed in the training. The child 
returned to school the next day and began to revise the composition. The 
two raters scored the third writing piece to determine whether or not the 
parental knowledge of the mbric and input may have improved the quality 
of the students’ writing. 

The control group also received three writing samples, however, unlike 
the experimental group, they did not have instmction in the use of the writ- 
ing mbric, nor was there any parental involvement. These students had 
knowledge of the writing process, and revised and edited their work accord- 
ingly. They spent the same amount of time working and revising their com- 
position as did the experimental group. 



Results 

In order to assess rater reliability, a Pearson Product Moment Correla- 
tions was computed to assess the degree of correlation between raters in 
each phase of the study. The Pearson Product Moment Correlations between 
raters in Phase One was .85, for Phase Two, it was .88, and for Phase Three, 
.92. Therefore, it was appropriate to average the two raters’ ratings for each 
phase to form composite scores. 

In order to assess whether there were differential increases in perfor- 
mance during each phase for each group, a two-factor repeated measure 
analysis of variance was performed. The first factor treatment involved be- 
tween-subject factor with two levels: an experimental group and a control 
group. The experimental group had 97 students and the control group had 
70 students. The within-subjects factor was “Phase” consisting of three phases. 
The means of the groups within each phase are presented in Table 1 . 



Table 1. Means and Standard Deviations Within Each Phase 



Group 




Phase 1 


Phase 2 


Phase 3 


Experimental 


Mean 


2.45 


2.76 


3.22 


(N=97) 


(SD) 


(.42) 


(.36) 


(.37) 


Control 


Mean 


2.45 


2.37 


2.47 


(N=70) 


(SD) 


(.28) 


(.21) 


(.30) 


Total 


Mean 


2.45 


2.60 


2.91 


(N=167) 


(SD) 


(.37) 


(.39) 


(.51) 
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Table 1 shows that the means for both the control group (2.45) and 
experimental group (2.45) began at the same approximate baseline for Phase 
One. However, after Phase Two, the experimental group had an increase to 
2.76 while the control group acnially had a reduction in its mean to 2.37. It 
was at this point that the students in the experimental group wrote their 
composition using the writing rubric as a guide. In Phase Three, after the 
parents received their training and they interacted with the students, the re- 
sults were even more striking with the experimental group realizing a mean 
of 3-22, however, the control still remained close to its baseline mean with 2.47. 

Mauchly’s Test of Sphericity indicated that sphericity assumptions could 
not be retained. Therefore, the tests have been adjusted for violation of sphe- 
ricity through the use of the Huynh-Feldt corrections. Table 2 presents the 
results of the analysis of variance. As can be seen in Table 2, there were 
significant main effects for phase, a significant main effect for group, and 
most important, significant main effect for group by phase interaction. The 
partial Eta squared or correlation ratio were computed, indicating a strong 
effect (.27). Any correlation over a .25 is considered a strong effect. 

Table 2. ANOVA of test Scores by Experimental Group 
and Instructional Phase 

Test of Between-Subject Effects* 



F.'\ctor 


Sum of 


Df 


MS 


F 


Sic 


Eta 




Squares 










Squared 


Group 


17.96 


1 


17.96 


60.24 


.000 


.267 


Error 


49.21 


165 


.30 








Test of WmnN-SuBjEcr Effects* 










Phase 


13.59 


1.89 


7.20 


181.84 


.000 


.52 


Phase by Group 


11.97 


1.89 


6.34 


160.12 


.000 


.49 


Error 


12.33 


311.46 


3.96 









*Huynh-Feldt p<. 05 



In order to further examine the statistical significance of group by phase 
interaction, simple main effect tests were computed. There were two such 
sets of tests. The first set of tests compared groups within each phase. As can 
be seen in Table 3, there were no significant differences between the experi- 
mental group and the control group within the baseline Phase One. How- 
ever, there were significant differences between the groups in Phase Two 
and Phase Three. In order to assess if there were significant increments from 
phase to phase within each group, a second set of simple main effect tests 
were computed. 
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Table 3. Simple Main Effects Tests for Groups 
within Instructional Phase 



Trial 


Group 


Group 


Mean Difference 


SiG. 


1 


Control 


Experimental 


6.47 


•911 


2 


Control 


Experimental 


-.397 


.000 


3 


Control 


Experimental 


-.760 


.000 



*P<.05 



Within the experimental and control groups there was a significant change 
from phase to phase. However, it should be noted that in the experimental 
group there was continuous improvement. In the control group there was a 
slight decrement in the second phase from the baseline score and then a 
slight improvement from Phase Two -to Phase Three. 

A graph of the means can be seen in Figure 1. It illustrates that there is 
no significant difference from Phase One to Phase Three for the control group. 
This group remained close to the baseline score in Phase One. However, the 
experimental group improved with each phase. 

Figure 1. Means of Measure 




The hypothesis comparing scores by socioeconomic status was tested. 
Table 4 reports the Means and Standard Deviations for each school (SES). 
While the results indicate that all three subgroups of the experimental group 
improved their writing scores, the students in the more suburban affluent 
school scored higher than their counterparts in the urban schools. 
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Table 4. Means and Standard Deviations Each School (SES) 



School (SES) 




Phase 1 


Phase 2 


Phase 3 


Nassau 


Mean 


2.41 


2.67 


3.18 


( N =30) 


(SD) 


(.48) 


(.45) 


(.37) 


Brooklyn 


Mean 


2.44 


2.60 


2.88 


( N =54) 


(SD) 


(.39) 


(.39) 


(.53) 


Queens 


Mean 


2.46 


2.57 


2.84 


( N =81) 


(SD) 


(.31) 


(.37) 


(.51) 


Total 


Mean 


2.44 


2.60 


2.91 


( N = l 67) 


(SD) 


(.37) 


(.39) 


(.51) 



A simple main effect test revealed that there were significant differences 
within the subgroups of the experimental group from phase to phase as noted 
in Table 5. 



Table 5. ANOVA of Test Scores by Phase and School (SES) 
Test of Between-Subject Effects* 



Factor 


Sum of 
Squares 


Df 


MS 


F 


SiG 


Eta 

squared 


School (SES) 


1.99 


3 


.67 


1.66 


.177 


.030 


Error 


65.18 


163 


.40 








Test of WrnnN-SuBjECT Effects* 










Phase 


2.26 


1.50 


1.51 


16.58 


.000 


.09 


Phase by SES 


2.08 


4.49 


.46 


5.08 


.000 


.09 


Error 


22.22 


244.12 


9.10 









*Huynh-Feldt p <. 001 



Further analysis compared scores by gender. There was no significant 
difference between the scores of the males and females in either the experi- 
mental and control groups within or between phases. 



Discussion 

The findings of this study are presented in relation to the three original 
research questions: (a) Will teaching students how to use a writing rubric as 
a guide for writing, improve their scores?; (b) Will teaching parents the writ- 
ing process and use of a writing rubric enable them to conference more ef- 
fectively with their children?; and (c) Will there be a significant difference in 
the writing scores based upon socioeconomic status? 
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Although all the students had been developing the stages of the writing 
process in their writing since first grade, at the time of the study, they did not 
have knowledge of a writing mbric nor did they know how to use the rubric 
as a means of improving the quality of their writing. During Phase Two, the 
students in the experimental group interacted with the trainers and with each 
other when evaluating separate writing pieces based on the criteria in the 
mbric. When scoring a sample, each student had to justify the score thus 
explaining the significance of the score. Students commented that now that 
they knew the criteria used in evaluating their writing, they could use the 
mbric to help them self-assess and subsequently engage in the recursive 
process of writing. The data indicates that there was indeed an improvement 
in their scores from phase to phase. The difference from the first phase to 
the second phase appeared to be contributed to their understanding and 
use of the writing mbric. Coupled with the interaction with their parents, 
students’ scores improved again from Phase Two to Phase Three. 

In response to the question, “How can I help my child with writing?,” 
the response of the parents was overwhelming. Ninety-seven percent of the 
inner-city school parents attended the in-service and asked for additional 
training from the researcher and the classroom teachers. In a follow-up ses- 
sion with these parents whose children were in the experimental group, 
parents talked about their own writing ability and how engaging in discus- 
sions about their child’s writing pieces enabled them to be more reflective 
with their own writing. Parents saw how over a period of six months, their 
child’s writing improved. They remarked how the ' sharing ’ that took place 
between parent and child became more open, supportive, and constmctive. 
While in the past most of these parents admittedly focused on the mechan- 
ics of the composition, they now had a broader understanding of the quality 
of good writing. Overall, parents expressed a greater confidence in their ability 
to help their child with writing. Comments from parents after the study seemed 
to indicate that there was a better understanding of the writing task and the 
school’s expectations for their child’s writing. By their responses to scoring 
their child’s writing sample, it seemed that many were able to recognize the 
elements of quality writing. Parents also indicated by their interaction with 
the trainers that they felt they now had an effective tool for assisting their 
child with writing. These are similar to the kinds of positive effects Howard 
(1996) reveals as a result of including parents as part of their children’s writ- 
ing audience. 

The teachers were stunned by the parents’ enthusiastic response to this 
project and created opportunities that enabled parents to become more in- 
volved in the writing experiences with their child. Students commented that 
now that their parents were aware of the writing process and the criteria for 
evaluation, their discussions about the writing were more directed and con- 
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structive. Saidents seemed to feel more comfortable about sharing their ideas 
with their parents and reported that over a six-month period of time, their 
parents spent more time with them and they enjoyed the interaction with 
their parents 

Within the experimental group, there were three subgroups. The experi- 
mental group consisted of students from affluent, middle, and low-socioeco- 
nomic families. The analysis of data revealed that although all students in the 
experimental group improved their scores as a result of the treatment, the 
students from the affluent suburban school had a greater increase in the scores. 
This finding substantiates previous research in SES and student achievement 
(Walberg, 1984; Coleman, 1988; Comer, 1988). One can speculate on the 
reasons for these differences. Several factors may be considered: (a) the 
educational background and professional experiences of the parents; (b) the 
ability to understand completely the criteria presented in the training sessions; 
(c) the amount of time and quality of interaction with the child; and (d) lan- 
guage differences or limitations of parents in families where English is not the 
primary language. However, despite the language difficulties some parents 
experienced, they did not dampen the parents’ enthusiasm for learning how 
to help their child. Additional training or a different type of training session 
may need to be developed for parents of bilingual backgrounds. But the fact 
remains, that despite these factors, the potential for improvement exists. 

The results of this study point to the need to include parents in the teach- 
ing/learning process and to provide parents with opportunities to help their 
children. Quite often, parents are criticized for not being involved in their 
child’s education. Perhaps the truth is that sometimes parents, though will- 
ing, don’t always understand how to help their children. This study has ini- 
tiated similar projects in other school districts where educators continue to 
foster parents as partners in their child’s education. 

Although this study was conducted with elementary school students in 
East coast, urban and suburban schools, it is suggested that follow-up smd- 
ies should be initiated in sites in other parts of the countrv to detennine if 
the results can be replicated. It is recommended that the training of the par- 
ents may include a follow-up session with more comprehensive feedback 
and that the procedures of Phase Three be repeated over a prolonged pe- 
riod of time to monitor improvement. This smdy can be replicated for any 
grade level and perhaps, the earlier the better. These results have initiated 
similar saidies currently being conducted in several schools in New York 
City especially in schools with diverse student populations. This study em- 
phasizes the importance of students and parents knowing the criteria when 
learning to improve writing and is indicative of the power connecting the 
school and home to create more proficient writers. 
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Appendix A- Teacher’s Holistic Criteria For Evaluating Student Papers 
(Nys & Nyc Procedure) 



For each of the six components listed, assign a 1. 2. 3, or 4 dependent on criteria. Add your six 
scores and average. This is the holistic score for the paper. 

Criteria for Rating Student Responses 

Scores for 
Writing 



Component 


Level 4 


Level 3 


Level 2 


Level 1 


Topic Rx:iis = 


Develops the 


Develops the 


Attempts to 


Minimally 




assigned topic 


assigned topic 


develop the 


addresses the 




in an interesting 
and imaginative 
way. 


in an acceptable 
but unimaginative 
way. 


assigned topic 
but includes 
digressions. 


assigned topic. 


Organization « 


Demonstrates a 


Has a plan of 


Demonstrates 


Shows lack of 




logical plan of 


oiganization 


weakness in 


oiganization 




oiganization and 


a satislaaory 


oiganization 


and development 




coherence in the 
development of 
ideas. 


development of 
ideas. 


and the 
development 
of ideas. 


of ideas. 


Content = 


Uses support that 


Uses adequate 


Uses little 


Uses no support 


Sentence 


is relevant and 
appropriate for the 
purpose and 
audience. 


support material. 


support material. 


material or uses 
irrelevant material. 


Structure = 


Shows skillful 


Uses some 


Demonstrates 


I>moastrates a 




use of 

sentence \’arien'. 


sentence variet^^ 


sentence sense 
but has little 
sentence variety. 


lack of sentence 
sease. 


Language Use ° 


Uses specific. 


Uses appropriate 


Uses trite and/or 


Uses immature 




vivid language. 


language. 


imprecise 

language. 


and/or 

appropriate 

language. 


Mechanics ° 


Makes few or no 


Makes mechanical 


Makes mechanical 


Makes 


Total Holistic Score = 


mechanical errors. 
- 6 = 


errors which do 
not interfere with 
ccnimunication. 

Passing (3.0 to 4.0) 


errors which 
interfere with 
communication. 


mechanical errors 
which seriously 
interfere with 
communication. 
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Appendix B. Questions Parents Might Ask 
to Help Their Child With the Writing Task. 

Topic Focus: Did you write about the topic in an interesting and imaginative way? 





what would make someone want to read your composition^ 

Did you stay on the topic* 

. Will the reader understand what you have written^ 

Have you left out information that belongs with your topic? 

Did you include information that does not belong with your topic* 


Otganization: 


Do the events in your composition follow in the right or logical order? 

Have you arranged your ideas so that they can be followed from 
one step to another? 

Do you have a strong beginning, an interesting middle, and a good 
ending? 

Have you used a new paragraph as you wrote the beginning, middle, 
and end of your story? 


Content: 


Have you written your composition with your purpose in mind^ 
Have you written your composition with your audience in mind^ 
Did you include enough information in your composition^ 

Do you have enough details to support your main idea? 


Sentence 

Structure: 


Look at your sentences. Have you tried to use different kinds of 
sentences? (Interrogative? Imperative. Exclamatory! Declarative.) 
Have you used sentences that include dialogue? (“Quotation marks”) 
Are your sentences long enough. . .or are they too long to understand^ 


Langu2^ 

Use: 


Look at the words you have used. 

Have you used the same words over too many times? 

Did you use interesting words, replacing the ordinary with more 
colorful and descriptive words? 

Did you use your thesaurus to replace ordinary words? 

Were the words you used appropriate for your audience? Will they 
understand them^ 

Did you proofread to determine if your verb tenses were in agree- 
ment and consistent* 


Mechanics: 


Did you proofread for errors in spelling, punctuation, 
and capitalization* 

Did you indent your paragraphs? 

Did you begin every sentence with a capital letter? 
Did you use quotation marks correctly? 
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